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1z Introduct

ThlS r°p'>rt descrnbes a sub study of instruction in Yeor-Round Schools™

_ (YRS) in the Los Anqeles Umfled School Distrn ¢t conducted during. thx. I987 83

schoo_l yeor. The sub_-study was part of a larger evaluation of the YIRS
.program COﬂdUCfed.by the YRS Ev‘oluotion Planning Team in collaboration: with
the Research and Evoluotlon Branch- of the District. The sub-study was a
colloborotlve effort of reseorchers at three local umversmes, the
University of Collformo at Los Anqeles, the University of Southern s
\,ollforn.o, and the Collformo Stote University at Domlnquez Hills, whieh \ﬁos
coord-nuted »Py fhe Cente_rA for. the Study of Evoluotlon {CSE). at UChA.- [
Bockground of the Sub ‘Study " ‘
"The 'Yeor-Round Schools program wos established by the Dlstrlct primarily
to relleve overcr_owdlng in schools serving neighborhoods wne_re__ student
: enrollrﬁenfs exceed school capacities. By operating 'these schodls. dn a’year-
round basis-with stoqgered vacation schedules for students, schools are oble
to occ.ommodote a Iorqer number of students. .
Since I980 on evdcluation of the YRS progrom has been conducted by the
YRS Evoluotlon Planning Teom in collohorotlon with the Reseorch ond Evaluation =
----Branch. of -the. Dlstrlct.“ Because..the_major. .objective_of-the- YRS -program- is-to———
relieve overcrowqu without educotlonol disadvantage or adverse commumtay
reoctlon the evaluation effort has focused on the extent to which
* overtrowding has .been relieved, the opinions of odministrotors, teoéhers, and
. parents about YRS, ond the achievement, " ottltudes, and behavior of students in
year-round- schools.
' Durmq 1982-83, the Teom Droposed two more mtensnve sub-studies of year-
round’ schools to address issues of particular concern to District and program
officials. One.concerned the reoc‘lons of porents to YRS and is descrlhed in

- a separate report. The other focused on mstructlon in yeor -round schools -

and is described here. , )
Interest in the nature of- mstructlom n. schools operotmq on a year- 1"'

. round schedule emerged from a recoqnmon of the marked dafferences in the ,

year -roune schedule as compared to the traditional September to June schedules——-

Rather than a ‘three-month summer vacation followed by nine ‘consecutive months
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of |nstruct|on, students in year-round schools hove shorter |nstruct|onol
——-——-periods-(e.g.,- nine-wee Ks) oIternotlnq with shorter vacation periods (e.q., y

‘three weeks) throughout the ent|re yeor. Thus, the Team and the District were’
.nnterested in the mstructlonol consequences of the year-round scheduIe and |
wnshed to |o\ent|fy mstructuonol practices that appeared to bhe portlculorly
"effective’in_the yeor—round_sltuotlon. - This sub-study was designed to~address .
" these issuest ' ﬁ
Overview of the Sub-Study Design . | ‘
- " Two' quest,tons were ' formulated for the“instructional sub-study:
1) Flow do the achievement tevels of-4stuoents in YRS compare to

those of students in-similar“schools on trqdltlonol schedules (i.e.,

”.Dredomlnontly Hissanic, Black, Asiar,. and’ Other non <Anglo (PHBAO) schoois
s matched on demographic chorocn.rlstlcs)" . ’

2) What is the noture of |nstruct|on in year-round schools?

-The flrst~quest|on is comparative in nature and inquires into the
relative achieveinent levels of students in YRS settings and those in similar
schools on a traditional sched'ule., This comparison was designed to assess
whether there was any apparent educational advantage or disadvantage of the
year-round schedule. = = | S e . '

The second question examines instructioncl practices .in year -round
schooi*, The focus here wos on school and classroom proctices‘ that have bheen
demonstroted in previous research to be related tec effectlveness, portlculorly
in urban settings (e. g.,. Edmonds, 1982, MacKenzie, 1983). For exompte,
features such ‘as stsong instructional leadership, an orderly school cllmote,
high expectotlons, an emphosns on asic skllls, and frequent moniforing of
student progress have ‘been identified as contributors to effectlve schooling
ina number of recent studies. Further, the amouni and mtensnty of student

- engagement in appropriate learning tasks in the classroom and teocher directed .
-nstructlon and interaction with students have received- considerable ottentlon
V' " in the research literature ‘as promoters of student leorn|nq (e Gy ‘Rosenshine
,/ " and Berliner, 1978; Stallings, 1981). This ‘question examined the nature of
such proctices in the year-round setting and whether they vjere implemented in
ways that were viewed as porticulorly oppropriote or useful for the YRS

°

schedule.
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The two sub- study questions QUlded methodoloqlcol decisions obout

‘ somplmq, instrumentation, doto collection, and analysis.® Bnefiy, they

dictated the use of archival data to compare year- rounc} sample schools to
simiiar PHBAQO schools on traditional schedules and the use of interviews and
-.observations at a sub-sample of year-round schools that were similar on
demographic. chorbgterisﬁcs bL;t differ'éd on studerit ochieV_ement. .
The ‘remoinder o‘% this report surﬁ'morizes the rr;ethodology and results of’
" the sub- study. Chapter Il detaiis mgthodological approaches token to '
somplmq, insirumentation, data collectlon, and dotchnoly sis. ~Chapter Il ~

presents the fmdmgs ond recommendotmns that emerged.

-3-10




il. Methodology

¢ -7
°

" The mefhodoloqy for fh(; sub study- was bosed on fhe fhree evolucmon
quesfuons descrlbed in the previous chopfer. . These quesflons qunded fh& ‘
strategies odopfed for sampling, msfrumenfoflon, data coIIecflon, ond dofo
“analysis as described below. ' '
§omp|ing T » L s . ot

-The initial somp‘hnq dec:suon defined the scoae of the" sub sfudy. “The»
mvesquoflcn was limited to elemenfory schools, generolly, .and to fifth grode
clossrooms, in ‘particular.” A limited scope was necessxfofed by Iumxfed '
resources and fhe orgomzoflonol differences befween elemenfory ond secondory
schools. A focus on elementary schools was odopfed because of the mor‘(?:
obvious need for occommodoflons in ‘instruction due to the YRS schedule
requnred by elementafy teachers with whom sfudenfs spend the vast mo;orlfy of
. the school day for “the enhre year. Fifth qrode was forqefed for sfudy «

'beCOuse it is one of the target grades in the Iorqer YRS evoluoflon and is the.
© level at which a great. deal of.previous reseorch on instructional E

effecflveness had been conducted.

o

The first evaluation questnon rnqutred a d|fferenf sampling opprooch fhon '
. the ofher two questions. ‘Because the first question reI|ed on or"hlvol dufo,

" a somewhat- Iorqer sample could be employed than for fhe second fwo quesflons
which required on-site inierviews and observof:ons. . Thus, the sompllng
strategy odopfed for the first question was to begln with the sample’ of YRS
elemenfory schools used in -the Iorger evaluation study. This somple ,
represenfed a random sample of the YRS population stratified on the type of

year-round schedule, qrode level confi guration, and recency of YRS .

. implementation. (See the report of the larger YRS evaluation for defo:led

description of the sampling procedures employed.) From this’ somple, only
schools that had operoted on a year-round schedule for at least two yeors were
'consudered, so that suff|c|enf time hod elopsed for adjustments. requnred by
YRS tof have been implemented. These schools were then, matched wnfh PHBAO
schools on a traditional schedule using.a number of demogrophnc Ll '
_characteristics such as reguon, size, ond pov_erty ranking.: (See Toble H-1. )

3 )
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-.THis,'proc_:ess resulted in a sample ;o’f."fl|7 yeor-ro‘undsehoo"ls and 17 PHBAO

Vschbols that were used to address the first. evaluation question. : o

The sompllnq stroteqv for the second two evaluation questlons employed a -
sub-sample of the year- round schools exomlned above. An purposive opprooch was =
adopted in which three pairs of yeor round schools that were similarp in

demogrophlc chorocterlstlcs, such as rey.on, size,. ond poverty,vbut dlffered

in student ochlevement such as reading, mathematics and composmon, s

measured by student performonce on the Survey of Essential Skl!ls were

" “selected for the studyl” (See Table li- 2.) All'six of ‘these schools operoted -

on a.45/15 schedule. In addition, one school that operoted on a Concept SIX
schedule and showed a relatively high oottern’of s\tuden‘t -ochi'évement was
included. Thus, a total of seven schools were sampled to address the latter-
two &vatuation questions. ”W'i'thin‘ these schools, one fifth grode’ teoc.:her per‘,
track (four at 45/15 sqhools and three at the Concept-_Six school) were
selected for inclusion. Generally, schools had only one fif‘tnvgr_qide_tiq‘c;her;

per track; however, when-there were more, one from each track was randomly

"~ selected.

evoluotton questions developed. As shown in Toble 11-3, the variables, SR

Instrur-\entatton

Specnflcotlons for sub- study mstruments were formuloted based. on the

PN

measurement methods, and r'espondent/settings required to address each )

=3

v e\;0|udtion que'stion'vtfere identifie‘d * These spe'ci'fi"otions were used to

r”ldenleY archival. doto to be qothered by District personnel ond served as a_

bosns for the development of the foliowmg instruments: » !
. Principal Interview | D . ' . ‘
. Teacher Interview ‘ |
. Classroom Ob_s“erviotion Protocol - o
. Curriculum inventory. : -

After development, al! instruments were rewewed by representotlves of

'the Dlstrlct and minor revtsmns were made. In addition, the classroom -

:;,observotmn protocol was -clinically pretested in one school by one unlverS|ty

-reseorcher ond a m°mber of the Research. ond Evoluutlon Bronch ‘of the Dlstrlct

and rewsed occordlnqu Coples of all mstruments can be found |n the

oppendlx to this repori. Do

o - o



. Tablenl:2
Year-Round Schools Sub-Sample .

o i/? CPoverty © Tt oo e—eee S Achievement Data
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he qchie\)eme’nt data/column, R = reading, M = mathematics;-and- C- =-composition.-

mbers represent higher-achieving schoois.
umbers represent lower-achiéving schools.




Table 11-3
Instrument Specifications

Evaluation _ . . R Measuremen?  Respondent/
Issue ' Variables . ' : ‘Method Setting
1. How do the achieve- Student Achievement Survey of Diét}ict
. ment |evels of students C ~ Essential . records
in YRS compare to " Skifls '

those of students
in similar schools

: T Ton ﬂ,‘daltl‘dﬁ“o' R ~ »-" SRR S e S “
schedules? ‘ o o . W -
- N 3 . . ’ l’i
2. What is the nature of ‘ . '
instruction in YRS? - School Levél A
o __ irincipal _leadership _ Interview - Principal
(shared qgoals,  academic ‘Teacher
emphasis, instructional : ‘
guidance, management _ _ »
e . prochces) : T el
) Cllmute (appearance/mainte - Observation School. buildings
nance of school buildings and grounds
and grounds, feellnq of . S T w0
safety) ‘ :
. Teocher collaboration ' Interview Principal ‘
oo : Teacher assignment (basis interview Principal
for assignment, stability, Teacher -
e : experience) : -
Student assignment to : Interview Prinic':ipdl BRI
tracks, (basis for assign- . Teacher
ment, student characteristics ‘
by trock)
Perce_wed support - Interview Principq_l s
Nature of instructional Interview Principal

programs at school




Table 11-3
Instrument Specifications (Continued)

Evaluation . C o ‘Measurement Respondent/
issue C Variables . Method - Setting
- .. Class-level
Time (engaged, .allocated, Observation Class
active learning time on Interview . Teacher

task, interruptions) )

Direct instruction (deqree -of '—w—Ohservotion,,,.,,_,__,,C,I,qs,gu;,_m_

interactive instruction, use SR _ T
of effective mstruchonol B
practices) ‘ ' ’ :

“" Curriculum (materials, con- Curriculum Class
tent, assignments, A Materials )
. degree of review) . \ Inventory
. Stondord sequ for achieve- , Obse'rvdtic‘)n' *Class B
ment (progress monitoring, "~ Interview . Teacher

use of testing, standards - for o
promotion and behavior, order, \

. . discipline, establishment of N\
. ' . routines and procedures) - ‘

Perceived support/morale . interview = Teacher * -
tcollahoration/communi- '_ : '
cation 'with others, stress) -

Instructional arrangements — Observation———Class
(team teaching, rotation, Interview Teacher

-use of aides/volinteers, -
pull-out instruction)

1N




. common definitions and procedures were understood by all. -

=4

Doto Collectlon Co.
Data collection |nvo|ved three phoses of activity: . training, site
visits, and debrleflng. < A one ~day training session was held prlor to site
V|suts to familiarize all university reseoirchers and ReSeorch ond Evoluotlon
LAUS’) staff members involved in data collection with the instruments and doto
collection procedures. Interviewing technlques and the specific |nterV|ew
schedules were briefly ‘discussed to insure common frames of reference.
However, since the |hd|v1duo|s lnvolved were experienced in data collectlon,

the majority of - th= session focused on the classroom observation protocol.

. After a group d|scuss|on of the \nstrument, teams of one un|verS|ty reseorcher

and one Research and Evaluation LAUSD staff member observed a fifth grode\'-\‘
reading perlod and independently completed the protocoI. After the , o N
observotlon, each team met together to determine the correspondence between
the|r observations and to identify any ambiguities or problems that emerqed

These issues were subsequently dlSCUSSEd and resolved as a group s0 thot

-Each team was assigned responslblllty for one school. Data collection at

each school involved interviewing the prmc1po|, and mokmg two visits to each

~of the faur 'sompled fifth grade classes.  These visits involved observations'

of reading ond moth instruction, an |nventory of reading and math curricular
moternols in the classroom, and' an interview with the teacher. Team members
also inforrally observed school grounds and classroom operotlons and held
informal conversations with teachers and other school personnel as possnble.,':
These informal observations and |nterV|ews were summorlzed by each V|sntor at

the completicn of data collection. Concurrent o the slte vnsnts, orchlvol

data were also gathered by Researchand- Evoluotlon stoff~ot~the District.__The
tlmellne ‘of data collection activities is shown in Table Il-4.

After the data coIIectlon was completed, a half-day debriefing: sess|on

was conducted Durlng th|s session, site visitors. shared the|r erperlences

and common themes ond dlmensmns were identified. This d|scussmn ylelded

important contextuol information about the schools. and oIIowed for the

identification of important issues that emerged in the course of data

collection.

-]1]l-



-Table -4 -
Timeline of Study Activities -

Task Do ~ Timeline 1983

| Preparation of Design Plan 2/l - .2/25
Scheduling of Initial Visits 215 - 315
Instrument Development - 2/15 - 3/1
Instrument Tryout & Revision . - 3/t - 3/14
Feedback on Instruments from i p
YRS Program Office - 3/7 - 3/14
Training - T o ' ’7|6
Data Collection S - BBR21 - 429 |
L o Data Analysis =~ - . - . 512 - 5/3_| . )
. 'Report Preparation 6/1 - 6/30
- — . .
Doto Anaiysis ' o \;\’\"\-—\\_\ ,
—— - I;’r
Data onolyS|s mvolved three steps: quolity\contrgl, coding of
open- -ended responses, and 0n0|ysns of the resultlng data. Thi'ﬁcl \\\\\\\\\ .
octlvmes |nsp£§£ii_hat the data were accurate, consistent, and in an ‘\\.\
e s opproprlote form for analysis. The.data 0n0|ys:s itself was darected ot \—\—~<

identifying important dimensions of year-round schools ond their mstructnonol

L proqroms. Analytic techmques included 'simple. descriptive statistics, such as

meons, standard deviations and frequencnes,' and inferential tests, such as

analysis of variance as appropriate.

The results of the sub-study are prés‘ented in Chapter i, In addition
to the findings, recommendmiqns are mcluded for consideration by Dlstrlct
--and-program-personnel. —T 7T oy T ' E
Pl
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lll. Findings and Recommendations

This chapter presents the findings and recommendotions that émer‘qe'd'from
"the instructional sub-study of Year-Round Schools (YRS) in LAUSD. The -
discussion of the findings is organized around the two primary evoluotion
quesfions formulofed foi' the sub-study. The chapter concludes with a summary’ '

of the major findings ond a set of recommendations developed for conmderct.on _
by Dlstrlct ond program personnel ' ¢

Results of n.'., Sub-Study

1. hbw do the ochlevmﬂt Iovels of students in YRS: c«mre to thoac of
students in similar schools on traditional schedvics?

This question is comporotlve in nature and inquires '.*sto the relotue

_achievement—levels-of-students—i n »—Y-R—S—settmgs-compo red- to—those-z n-similar

‘schools on trodmonol schedules, i.e., predommontly Hispanic, Black, Asian’
and Other non- -Anglo schools (PHBAO) matched on demoqrophl\. choroc'enstlcs.
~This question was formulated to determine if there was any opporent advantage
’ or disadvantage to the year- round schedule. The issue was. examined by
| compormg the performonce of fifth grode students on the Survey of Essential
Skills (SES) in matched yeor-round and PHBAO ‘schools. ‘
Table -1 presents the comparison of the motx.hed pairs of schools.
- Systematic differences in performonCe between yeor -round and matched PHBAO
s¢hools—were_not observed In nine of the pairs, the YRS members showed

-not observed. 'n nine of the |
higher mean: perforrnonce on the SES than fheir respective-PHBAO co counterports.

\\_
In eight of the pairs, the PHBAO members showed hnqher mean- performonce than -

their respective YRS counterports.

« )
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_ Table M-I -
Achievement of Matched YRS and PHBAO Schools
on Survey of Essential ‘kills

(Grade 5)
. School S Mean Percent ~ Correct
Pairs - ' " Reading Math = - Composition
| * .69 71 71
2%% 69 60 69
3 56 - 53 58
4 61 66 67
5 D 78 71 19
6 71 65 67
7 69 66 69
8 63 61 61
9 4 12 78
10 70 66 71
i 59 56 64
12 60 54 % 60
13 77 . 6l 71
14 64 .53 68
15 62 51 64
16 72 7 76
17 60 " 49 62
18 63 59 66
i9 68 . 67 4
20 e ‘75 67 16,
2| 76 - 78 775
22 78 70 8l
23 77 70 78
24 66 57 70
25 12 10 75
26 - 74 72 75 )
27 75 7l 77 )
28 71 68 68 -
29 18 71 17
30 : 77 i 76
3 . 68 63 68
327 o 70 66 4
_ 33 i 71 68 4
T34 79 72 78

_\
* Odd numbers denote year- round ‘schools’
»*  Even numbers denote PHBAO schools

22
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In summary, while this comparison was |irﬁited in scope and method 'for .
measuring achievement, systematic differences in och:evement were not apparent
'between year-round ond PHBAO schools. Thus, there do not appear to be
consistent odvontoges or d:sodvontoqes to the YRS schedule at least at the
flfth grade as measured by student performante.on the SES. ]

2. What is the nature of imimeﬁai in YRS?

This questuon was exommed using mformotron from a vornety of sources'
mterwews with prmmpols and teochers, observations of readmg and ‘'math
mstruct:on, inventories of curricular materials, and informal observotlons
and discussions with school staff. Data collection focused on.schoo!l and
classroom practices that have been demonstrated in- prev:ous research to be .
related {1 effectiveness, portuculorj in urban seitmgs, : _Smce higher and -

_lower achieving schools were selected for comparative purposes, ‘f'ir'st fho
achievement performonce of students in Spring, 1982 and in Sprmq, |983 were
“compared mormermme whether the cotegornzat:ons bosed on the 1982
data were maintained durmg 1983 when the sub- study data collection occurred

-

k!

- The results of this analysis are presented first. Then, the results related ST
to school proct:ces are presented followed by a duscussnon of clussroon"
practices. '

Aehievmm of Sub-Study Schools
" As descr:bed more fully ‘in the discussion of somplmg procedures in
..!S Chdpter il, three pairs of schools and one unpo:red school were selected for
—#— the sub study. The pairs were matched on demoqroph:c chorocternst:cs with one
member categorized as higher achieving and ‘the other as.lower ochley__rng bosed
“on the performance of fifth grade students on the SES. The seventh school wos '
cons:dered as h:gher ochlevmg ond was selected because of the type of YRS
schedule on_ whnch it operoted (Concept S:x) ~The achievement data weére =
' collected during Spring, 1982'as part of the District's regular tesffng
. program, Before comparing mstruct:onol proct:ces in these po:rs, it. was
~important to determme if the categorizations were stable durmq I983 smce
~ the sub-study was conducted durmg the—1+982-83- ocodemnc year.. °
Table 111-2 shows the achievement levels in sub-study sohools durmg |982

and 1983 Several points are noteworthy. First, all of the schools , :

d ‘.\
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cctegorized as Iower-ochlevmg showed 'dramatic gains in performonce during

|983 frequently as Iorge as |0 percentage points. Second, in one pair the

g pottern of performonce wos reversed in 1983 . with the higher-achieving member

-in 1982 becoming the lower-achieving mernber in 1983.

In summoly, there was marked amprovement in the performance of sub- study
schools cotegornled as lower achieving in 1982 during the year of 1983, This

improvement may- be at 'eost partially dve to the increased emphosns on hasic

skills in the District and the formulation of new p0|lCleS, such as mondotory

homework," established by the new superintendent. This flndmg, while
|mportont in and of itself, also suggested that the clossmcotlons of schools
based on 1982 data as hlqher and Iower achieving were not sufﬂcnently stable-

in 1983 to warrant momtomlng the dlstmc‘rlons in the On(]lYSIS of school and

ploss.proctlcesn Thus, the onolyses presented below, - summarize school and

classroom pr_octi'ces in the seven sub-study schools as a group. Taken
together, they provide a.picture of the nature of instruction in a sample

(aibeit small) of year-round schools.

Table IlI-2 i
Achievement of YRS Sub-Sunple ‘Sehools
-on Survey of Essential¥Skills: -
Spfll\g, 1982 - Spring, 1963

. (Grade 5)
Mean Percent Correct ~” Mean Percent Correct
- 1962 § - | T R
School o Rccdlng Math Cumosmon - -Reading 'mfh Co«msiﬂm
| 78 19 79 . 15 80
2 56 53 - 58 : 68 . 66 66
3 76 78 77 64 69 65
4 68 67 74 ‘ - 78 72 79
5 78 7l 77 76. 6 . 18
6 68 - 63 . 68 ’ 74 70 L
7 74 72 J8 ' 78 77 .81
) . 24 B
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School Prucﬂces ' . . A

Information about school prochces wos obtolned through mtervnews wnth
‘principals and fifth grade teachers about school. operohons, generolly, ona Lo
with respect to YRS,. specificaliy. These interviews were supplemented by A

informal observations, by site visitors and informal discussions with other

administrators and teochers. ' ’ . o
Tohle -3 summcrlzes the views of administrators ond teochers about
school operations in general. Overol!, principals tended to be more posmve

in their views than teachers, probably a function of their position and,
responsnbllmes. However, both groups tended to agree that practices were in
place supporhng a clear and weII deflned "schoo! focus. When ‘asked about the
nature of this focus; six’ ‘of the seven principals mtervnewed lndlcoted a
CombIHEdeOSIC skllls and multicultural focus. Overthalf of the teachers
mtervnewed |dent|f|ed this focus as well, with most of the otners indieot_inq
a basic skills emphasis a§ the primary school focus. Principals-and teachers
'olso tended to view their schools as hovnng high ocodemlc standards and o
prdéviding a physical envnronment that was-conducive to learning.. However, 0
number of needs were conS|stent|y mentioned regordlnq the nature and
- maintenance of the physical plant that are described below. .
When asked specificol'lvy about practices for nossigning teochfers and
students to tracks, teachers qenerolly felt that their interests ond skills
.were taken |nto account and 055|gnment was occompllshed with mlmmol
d|srupt|on. _ o
‘Nhen osked about the YRS schedule soecmcolly, f|ve of@ﬁe seven -’ e (/
‘principals felt that the 45/15 schadule was the best for increasing ocodemlc
ochlevement. Over half of the teachers .interviewed olso snared this view. .
Intereshngly, none of the ormcnpcns and about 20% of the 1eochers fovoréd
the traditional September June schedule, The remmnder of the respondents
mentioned the Concept-Six or modified Concept-Six _schedule_s,, Thus, the
majority of interviewers fovored YRS from the educational pnrsbective. Theb
preference for the 45/15 schedule, however, moy be due to fomalmrlty since

- six of the seven schools in the sub- study were- operohnq on thls schedule. -

--0



L Table 3
. Princlpol ‘and’ Teacher Reports O
e TN of School Procﬂces IR o

- T Teachers (N=26) Principals (N=7)‘
- Varigble B ; Meon' SD\_ Meon*- SD o

“Clarity of- gools/objechves L w23 e o e mmem

Aqreement on qools/objechves ; 435 £0.75 . _“'i;‘,29 0.49
" Perceivid support for . . 61007 0.96 4,29 '0.49
occompl shmq qools/ob]echves TIRE AT o

: Ian{t inio gools/_objec_hyes o L 3.65 126 "t 400 0,58

Accdfuntobilitiy fbr ‘meeting - R 0 ' S o
'qools/objectives o R (}.I.G 1,07, - 41 0.49 _ ’.
" Standards - § o Lo N L
‘High ocodemlc expectohons C e -’3 96 1.08 ‘4,43 0.53 - S

Regulorly oss:qned homework - 4 81 0.49_' . 4.86..0.38 .0

Physical Envlrmnt B , - S e s
' Conducwe to learning L 3.46 1,300 - A4S0 0,49
. , g

’ _Teocher Assignments’ - .
Schoo! assignments based on' : S D
mterest .and skills- S 3.1 .24 B
. ’ ' vﬂ ‘ B - . ' : . . * : o
Track ossm;nments based on . A L o oo
mterests and skills - -7 . ‘3.\44 1.16 e B »
< s . . rv

aStudem“’mlgnments, . . R
Track assignments accom- . - T ' R
plished with minimal T S L N A
dlsruphon to pments LR . 4,08 0.81 et

__Track ossngnment occom-
plished with minimal™ =7 e . P AR
dlsruphon to teqchers e 3 92 0. 86 L mmememem T T

,_d”

-
-~

; *V\eosured on a five- pomt scale where "5" = stronqu aqree ‘and "1" = s_t_roni,jlx‘.‘-*
.. dlsoqree. . : B e

. , 'f‘;
~ ) . . .
s N - : '
- ) -18= Ny DF
e % \\3?6 by




When .asked about the spec1f|c influence of the YRS schedule compored to -

the trodlhonol ‘Septembeér -June schedule, noné ot the prlnC|p0|s and a minority
of ﬂ;ue_—[_g__oc_:_hers-llnter\_/}‘ey‘eq___r(Ie_,;s_ﬁ_thon one—_flfth)..felt that YRS was “a négative
in.ﬁ_tj_ence. on any of the areas identified (see Table Hi-4). _ in addition,
the_re(,v(/os general agreement omonq principals and teachers 'tnot teacher stress,
ieocherstomind, and student retention are improved under the' YRS schedule.

Flnolly, principals and teochers were asked to ldentlfy the strenqths of _

|mprovemen'r ot thelr school "These percephons, porhculorly ?Hose reloted to .

- “the physmol plont_ond -available moferlols», were olso noted by the site

vusntors |n thelr summory descriptions and dlscussmns during debrleflnq.

-~ ConS|stentIy noted strengths of the year-round modeI were:’

. \,‘ -

ALV mcreosed contlnuny of the mstruchonol program; | o _ 5
. lmproved morole and, opportunmes for re]uvenohon of teochers,

. increased opportunny to.use vocohon periods (mtersesslons) for
remedlotlon and porent conferences;

S, e
{

. ovoldonce of fess deswoble olternohves such as double sess|ons' e

. -improved sofefy and behavior of students on. the ployground due to
_ the smaller number of students present on the school campus on
e "ony porhculor day;

. more sustained.contact with parents. - o S

L R
» . \ KN

Several needs for improvement were consistently.mentioned: e o

. |ncreosed custodlol service for onqolnq d0||'/ molntenonce ond normol LT
repairs; . o i - o :
’ - ' ) T . = E R
. more timely repair for extroordmory molntencnce (e.g., broken
S wmdows,_roof_Leplacemen#r—e—burned*om room); carried out on’ weekends
. and holldoys so that mstrucﬂon is not |nterrupted° }'-;'-E»,. S

s

. more tlmely ond conslstent repolr of oudlo-wsuol equnpment' Do

mstollotlon of air conditioning in oII rooms to reduce the dlscomfort
of symmer heot and smoq, _ - T N . o T

. a . N .
. provnsnon of supports to the rovnng teocher (e e, ossmtonce |n
N movnnq, secure storoge spoce),

L4~
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©Table m.a _
~ YRS Influences Compared to

September - June Schedule |

Teacher (N:26)

Pfinéipal (Néil)

1

%

~ Difference ~ “Worsens - Imgroves

f

Wm,.
Difference

f%

Worsens

| Student discipline -
B Teacher étress
Teacher stamina

'l‘o’F aculty absenteeism

|» K
}"-Studenlt absenteeism

 Clerical absenteeism

’ 'LStuvde_nt retention .

- Relations with parenté‘” s

16
oY
14

8

18

o

4.0
s
65.4

B3
31

W
no

B0

WSO . .

6Bl bo15.4 ‘_z_

OBl 3 LS - 7

¢ B0 46T 2
o8l N0 3
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16 66,7 ‘2 83 | ‘5"
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85.7
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. accommodation by the D|str|ct for YRS operations (e. q., providing
support personnel such as psychologists and nurses on a year- -round .

bosns, 'shifting reportlnq timelines to occount for the year-round
schedule), .

- . ‘establishment of year- iound'community.progroms for students rather than

a focus. on. summer_,octlvmes {e. g., -youth- groups, YMCA, church
octnvntles) :

. consnstency with regard to type of YRS schedule over time and o_c'ross
"~ all schools in a particular area; - -

~

. easier, up-to-date te:tbooks in content areas such as social studies,.
health, and science; -

. more textbooks and |nstruct|onol materials suntoble for limited- ond
~non-English -speaking students,

. increased support ond slmpllflcotlon of paperwork for odmlnlstrotors
in year- round settings.

)
o

Clauroom Proctlces .

Clossroom proctlces were exomlned throuqh ‘observations of |nstruct|on,
mterv:ews with teochors, and inventories of curricular moter.ols - Findings -
are presented first for reodlng and then for math.

Reading. Five major types of classroom proctlces,were. examined:

‘the roles of teacher and aide, the nature-of-reading-instruction, _the dctual

instructional time allocoted to reading, student enqoge'ment'i'n instruction

(on-task vs. off- tosk), ond the type and availability of- currlculor materials.

"Flndlnqs related to each area are presented below, .

Durlng the. observotlons of reading, the teacher was present in all
mstonces. A paid aide was _present about 60% of the time. The most frequent

teacher role.observed wos that of smali ‘group instructor.. (see Toble - S)

The most commonly observed role for paid aides ‘was also that “of small group '

|nstructor, olthouqh there was considerable vorloblllty in the roies of o|des -

'

across cIossroorns (see Table 111-6) .

e
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Table 11-6§ :
Reading: Role of Aide
, o _ : _ . - Time Spent®
"*’“'“””""‘“‘“""""*RD'C—-«——-~~ . e wm_.‘,f,,,,w o : Mﬂ . SD .
. Whole class in:;?ruct_dr | . 0.14 0.46
Large group instructor D : -0.47 -1.06 :
. Small gron instructor o . , 1.5l 1.62 V'
T Monitor. . 0.27 076
Cteter, } | B 0059 1,260 ¢
Preparer/Clerk | _ o | 0.37 - .11 '
“Other L . . S -~ g -
*bn a five-point scale where 0 = none- or almost none, | = I/l&

Table -5

Reading: Teacher Role h
- - Time Spent® . - '

Role - B Mean SD .. ... o

Whole class instructor | ' 0.35 0.86

Large group instructor (9+) .. 0.55° 1.08

Srﬁcll group instructor (2-8) ‘ 2.06 1.60

Monitor - | - 033 0.7
Tutor L | | . 0.29 0.9

Other = 027 0.%

*On a five-point scale where 0 = none or olmost none, | = about I/l&
2 =.about 1/2, 3 = about 3/4, 4 = all or almost aII

"2 = about:- 1/2, 3 = obout 3/4, cnd 4-= all or olmoet all.
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In examining the nature of reading instruction, observers noted some
emmphasis in a variety of‘skill areas; however, the most frequent emphasis
Lessons tended to focus »prlmonly on ‘cognitive instruction with a minimal
amounrt of time:devoted to:;,olossroom management or social/motivational

concerns. Further, teachers.observed tended to favor an interactional

approach to mstructson thot involved questions ~nd answers wnth feedback on

student responses (See Toble I11-8.) Observers nwied that this interaction
rmost commonly focused on contmumq skill %evelopmeni 2r the acquisition of

new skills and conrepts.'. In observnng the activities of students, observers

‘noted that the’ majority of students were engaged in.a dlrected lesson or a
‘written seatwork assignment (see Table 111-9),

t

Table 111-7
Rzading: Skill Emphasis

" Area | I ~ Amount of Emphasis®
Oral feooing ‘ | _ . '. ’ " 2.5 - 1.27
Decoding . - S 2.17 : .05

;”Strucv:t_urol _analysis : _ 2% .l.09-
Vocobulory - B "'” ‘» N - 325‘“ .23
therol comprehenslon - _____’__4______._——»}4-!————'—’1‘?0/
Higher -order comprehension B » » 2'87. .23

Other L E 2,02 1.2)

“*0n a .fi\_fe-poi_r_)t scale where | = none and 5 = a great deal.

'.l i')
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_ ~ Table I1-8 _
. Reading: Instructional Approach

' o Time Spent®
Cognitive instruction - . . 2.98 1.0
Classroom management ' - 0.45 0.-82

. Sociol/motiv_otfon RS - | 0.22 0:45 )
Other L - | © 0a6 0.7
Method . | N
Presenting/lecturing _ . - 1.02. .09
Interactions (quesfuons, } ' . | A
feedback) L o o 2.49 1.21
- Silent (obser\;i.r.\g)-. " - 0.49  0.88
*) = none or olmc;st _ﬁone, | = about I/l& 2 = obout I/?
3 = about 3/4, and 4 = all or almost all.
" Toble 119
P.eoding: Types of Student Actlvlﬂes Observed
o R Percent of Students
Type of activity : Meon SD -
Getting directi_onsi . A - 20.21
" Directed Ies:Scﬁr?s' o _ . 29.713 ' ZS.SI
_Wri*tten S.elofwork. ossignmeﬁts | l&6..25 o 31..43
. Supplerﬁenfory material - o '8.33 ' _‘ZI..ZO
. .Puzzles, games, | . ] o
o monlpulotlves : o . - 0.48 2.31
‘ Audno-vu_suol . 1.78 9.3
" Other e , _ S 6097 TR
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To summarize their observations, dbservers rated each classroom on a
variety of dimensions (see Table - 10). Their ratings indicated that the
mcjority of students had an opportumfy for independent practice of reoqu
skills.  Observers further md«coted that" ocodemlc standards and expectotlons
tended to be generolly clear and understood by students, in the obervers
oplmon : . s : ' !

Observers viewed students as relotlvely self-sustaining and moderately
interested in their tasks. . In thls regard, it is interesting to note that few
opportunmes for student choices in their tasks or activities were observed

Teochers were vnewed by observers as generolly enthusiastic about reodlnq ond
- supportive of students. ‘

 Table ill-10
Reading: Classroom Dimensions

Dimensions IR . Mean SD
Opp_orﬁmfty for independent  2.98 1.18 On a five-point scale:
practice C : where 0. = none or- almost none
- of students, | = about I/4,
2 = about 1/2, 3.= about 3/4,
4 = all or almost all
Academic standards ond |.82 0.84 where | = -cleor/dnderSfood
expectations : : by .students and 5 = ambiquous/
L ' "~ not well understood L :
e T '.‘;"““'—mw--; e ,‘-],,_,U, - S .
Student independence .96 0.9 where | = self-sustolnmq and
T - - B - "+ 5 = adult dependent
Student interest - 2.29  0.84 . where | ='most students very
: B B o L _interested and. 5 = few....
e B students interested
Student choice v : 4.16 -0.97 = where | = most students given
choices and 5 = few students’
given choices, o
Teacher suppoft o 1.80 0.87" “where I = very sup‘por'ﬁvei_ond

5 = hostile

-25-~
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Fmolly, observers rated classrooms ‘as qeneroITy\smooth and well-
organized. These ratings were confirmed by observohons of transitions and
mterruptlons during reodmg instruction. - Tronsmons occ}unted for ‘about 3
minutes, on the- overoge, and transmons were consndered by observers as
-generally smooth. TYPICO“Y, observers noted obout | or.2 mterruphons SR
during the reodmg period (e.g., students entermq with onnouncemer\ts, a
parent entering unexpectedly). . \\ '
Perhaps one of the most strlklnq findings of the sub- study concerned the
amount of instructionial time allocated to reading mstruchon On the
average, we found that SS 5 minutes were allocated to reodmg mstruchon
although there was substonhol ‘varicbility across teachers (SD=18.17). This
variation |s‘|||u'sfroted in. Table lil-11. - As can be seen from the tcble,
reading instruction ranged from 30 to over 90 -mnutes in sub- study
observations. = About one- -third of the teachers observed provnded Iess than 50
‘ .'mmutes recqu mstruchon About half provided 50 to 70 mmptes with the

rernommq 17% spenqu over /0 minutes.on reading per day.

9

Table Hi-11
- Reodingz Actuol Instructionol Time

Minutes S f | %

90+ o 2 8.
80-89 | G w7

- 70-79 | AT 417 | o
60-69 . s 20.83
s0-59 7 2917

E 40-49 . 5 I 20.63
0-39 R ' ,:;lﬁ o - 12.50..
=
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Observers oIso noted fhe number of students who appeared enqoqed in their
learning tasks (on task) and those who did not appear involved (off- task) at
fhe beginning, middle, -and end of -each instructional period observed. On o
fhe’ldveroge. about 88% of the sfudent“s observed were on-task and about 12%
were off-task. However, there was conS|derob|e variability across
classrooms (S=16.02).
_Finally, curricular materials for reodmg were mvenfcrled by observers
These inventories suggested fhof ‘the majority of feochers used one molor
~adopted series as their primary reading text (e.qg., Macmillan, Houghfon—
Mifflin, Scoff-For'es"'\on, Ginn) Most tended to be fairly recent (since 1980).
These texts were generally in Enqllsh and fhe reodmg grade levels of the
series used ranged from. 2nd to 6th grade. In some coses, feochers
supplemented their. primary textbook series W|fh older books from the obsolete
Book Repository in the District.

Whlle the majority of feochers within a school tended 'fo use the same =
fexfbook series as their prlmory reading text, they differed in the nymber ond
kina of supplemental materials used. These supplemental materials varied
cons.derobly from tedcher to teacher and were often purchosed by mdnvnducl
teachers for their own use. The majority of supplemenfol materials were in
Enqllsh with a few Spanish moferlols in some classrooms. )

- Most classes observed had an ossorfmenf of mdependenf reoqu books for ‘
students' use (e.g., biography,’ odvenfure, fantasy). Most of these books were -
in English, olfhough books in Spanish and Koreon were nofed m a few classes,
Few or no "free- reodmg books" wereé found in fhe closse.. of rovmg feochers
which. fhel explained was due fo logistical difficulties in moving th(.m oround

Reference books, such as dictionaries and encyclopedias were seen in most

. classes. These references were olwoys in English and’ feochers noted fhe need

==for= such aterialsTin” ofher Ionquoges, “particylarly” Spomsh. Teochers also ="
nofed fhof fhcy often sup lemenfed their materials wnfh fh ase from the school
library, resource room, or bookmoblle.

Reloflvely few oudno-vnsuc\mofenols, mstructlonol gomes, and” puzzles
were seen by observers. Teachers varied in.their reports. of usmq these
'r’noferiols- . Some . reporfed obfolmng such materials from the Dlsfrlcfs
Currlculum Cenfer or .their own purchoﬁzs, however, mosf feochers mdncofed

limited use due fo the loglsflcs of room s ormq and’ room rovmq..




'Ih summary, re_odinq instruction tended toto‘keﬁploce ~in small groups. .
Most of the directed lessons time was. devoted to cognitive instruction with
a minimal ‘amount of time devoted to classroom management or social/’
motivotionol concerns., Teachers focused most frequen'tly on vocabulary
development and liferal comprehensnon in théir instruction and most often Used
an interactional opprooch mvolvmq questlons, answers, ond feedoock to
‘students. Observers' ratings. of the clossroom climate were qenerolly .
positive. Teochers varied substontlolly in the amount of _tlme\gllocoted to
reoqu instruction ranging from 30 to over 90 rmnutes. 'On the dverooe, about,
88% of of the students observed were on-task and-about 12% were off-task.
Finally, teachers observed tended to use one major adopted textbook series as
their basic reading texts. Supplemental materials varied considerably across’ .
clossrooms, and teochers noted difficulties i1 keeping ¢ wide range of such

materials ovolloble due to the logistical difficulties of r_.m shorlr and

room rovmq

Math. Ob5°rvers coIIected parallel information for math instruction as
for ‘reading mstructlon. Since many of the trends identified for reading als:
held for moth, most of the data on observations of mcth instruction are
included ‘as supplemental tables in the. Appendix to th|s report. ' The
dlSCUSSlOﬂ here focuses on patterns observed in math mstructlon thot dlffered
from those observed for reading instruction.

While'teoéhers were also present in all ohservotions.of math 'r\ct.uctlon,
paid aides were present less frequently than in reading (38% of the math
observations compared- to 60% of.the reading observatlons) While there was
consnderoble vorloblllty among teochers, the most typical teocher roIes in
math instruction were as whoIe class mstructor or large group mstructor.
.Aides were observed in a vorlety of roles during math instruction .-but_ no roie
emerqed as dominant. . ) o . o

As with reading, . the majority of mst'uctlon ‘time was spent on.cognitive
mstructlon with mlnlmol time devoted to «.Icssroom monoqement or,_social/
motlvotlonol concerns. In controst to reoqu, teochers tended to use T
presentmq and Iecturmq opprooches more ‘often in math |nstruct|on, olthouqh
tnterocttonol‘opprooches were oIso nofed. As WIth reodlnq, the mo]orlty of .
“students were engaged in o dlrected Iesson or wrltten seotwork durmq ~-math_

observotlons. Observer rotmqs ‘of clossroom dlmensmns durmq moth porolleled -

E thelr rotmqs durmq r°eod|nq.

- . y % . K ._28_




A variety of skill emphases were noted by ohservers during math
instruction (see'TobIe I-12). ~ Operations with frochons and decirnals and
math concepts were most frequently noted, although observers also noted some
emthSIs on computation and moth applications. These fmqus mdy be at least

- partially a function of the time during which the observohons were conducted.
Most of the observohons were conducted just prior to the administration of
the SES and many teachers indicated that they were emthS|z|nq fractions and
decimals in preoaration for the test. Most mdlcuted that their emphasis on

o computohon and math applications was s‘ronqer throuqhout the ocodemlc year,

Table 1li- IZ o
Math: Skill Emphasis

Y

Armunt of Enphasia*

Area ' - . Mean

Computation 29 149

Operations with . o : '- "' .

fractions and decimals 3.4] J .39 »
“Math applications - : | 2.__29' a2
Mmh--;:on;epfs o | 3,200 . 1.3 |
Other' o 2.8 0 1.03
*On a:five-point scale \;vf)‘ler‘e | = none’dr.\d 5= é»'gr_eo.tA Aeol, ‘

S

As wnth reading, observers noted considerable vorlohon in the- amount of
instructional time devoted by teachers to math. . On th @ ‘averdge, 42. 6 mlnutes
were allocated to math instruction (SD 1,19 mmutes) However, teochers
ranged from spenqu less' than 30 minutes on moth to over 60 minutes (see
Table M-13). About -one- -third of’ th‘e teochers observed, spent less than 40

" minutes per doy on moth* About 40% spent 40-49 minutes per day. The

remaining one- quorter spent over "50 mmutes in math instruction per- day.




Toble 13 ‘e
Math: Actual Instruction Time o

Minutes _ - | _ %
60 or more . A' o, | 3 13.04 ~ .
50-59 R 13,04
40389 9 39.13
' 30-39 6 "26.09. 7 . . -
Less than 30 2 8.70
> Asiin reading, observers' counts of students on- tosk and off- task

sbggested that the mo]orlty of studems (87%) were engoged in their learning
tasks, on the overoge, with obout 13% off- tosk on the average. Again, tnere
"wos considerable variability across clossrooms on this dimencion’ (SD=17.35):-
Finally, lnventorles of curricular mo.erlols used for math indicated that*
"the majority of ”feocher's rely on one m'oi'n‘moth textbook. However, o‘fewv
teochers did use two or three texts mmultoneously. The ‘most -common text w_os; :
Mathematics " |n Our World by Addison - Wesley. The ‘jext u\s recent:(1981) »
and written at the fifth. qrode level in Engllsh Teoche\s indicated two
~ common problems wnh the text. First, it does not cover a of the skllls
tested on- the SES, Second, it is too dlfflcult for many childken, in thelr '

classes, both in moth content’ and reading level.

In. summory, moth mstructlon was typucolly dellvered by te?hers ‘to the

whole class or to Iorge groups of students. The mo;orny of insfructional

—_—

—--*—hmatended*to focus=on=cognitive=instruction- rother thon c.lossroom\xinogement
d - By

fpresentlng opprooches more frequently in= math thon in redding, although

. or socnol/motlvotaonoi concerns, Teochers tended to use lecturing a

interactional opproochesrere also noted.. Instructlon"“\terved focused_\\ ost -~ -
b - . . TR . =

heavily on operations with fractions and. decnmols and on\moth concepts,
. v ) . - ot . SRR
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"‘_'olthough teOCHe‘rs noted a heavier emphasis on. cornputo‘tion and math
’opplicotions throughout “the: school year.  As with reading, ‘there was
.considerable" vorlotnon in the amount of time. ollocoted to math |nstruct|on‘
rongmq from Iess than 30 to over 60 minutes per doy The- mo;orlty of
_students (87%) were on- tosk and - |3% ‘were off-task, on: the average. ° i
i an.olly,’ most teachers observed tended to. rely on a re‘cent math text . \\S .
.published by Addison-Wesiey written at the fifth grade’ level. Wh:le ‘teacher

T N

LR

v

‘tended to note broblen;\s in the difficn,nlty‘of'moth content and reading Ie_vel of |

- the text, rélatively few '5upp_lementory' moteriols _were_'observe.d in use.

—

g Surrmory of Findings _

.- - The' ‘sub-study ylelded a descrlptlon of the. chorocter of mstructnon m a
smoll somple of year-round s'hools.- These descr|pt|or\s were drown from o
interviews zlth teachers and, prmcnpols, observotlons of reodlng und moth

. mstructnon, inventories of curr:culum moterlols, and Dtstrtct records.

Formal ‘data collecnon was supplemented by informal mterv:ews ond i

observotlons by site vnsntors. =

’ The' foIIoW|nq major flndlnqs emerged: o ' T
K .. There were no systematic differences in the qveroge Ievels of I

ochlevement ‘of students in sampled year-round schools compored to -

L students in snrnllor schools (matched on demoqrophuc chorocterlstlcs)
dperotlnq on a traditional schedule. ' P

; RS LRI R . - X . o . St
. : \I
1

. There were morked improvements |n the Derformonce of frfth grode o

students on the SES.in schools’ cotegorlzed os Iower-achlevmg in the /
- 1982- 83 sub-study. - . -0

. K - - T = =

Teochers and prnnmpols tended to hove positive views of thenr school's

ocodemlc focus and Ieornmg env:ronment.

..

L

. All of the principals and the mdjority o"f teachers favored the iYRS =
schedule to the traditional September-June schedule, from an educo- :
. tional ponnt of view, '




' fhe Ioglsflcol d|ff|cu|f|es of room : horlng ond ‘toom rovunq.

. Prlnclpols and feochers generolly ogreed fhof feocher sfress, feocher . ._

sfomeno, ond student refﬁnflon were |mproved under fhe YRS schedule

~

.S ~ .‘,E‘»

. Prznclpols ond feochers v:ewed fhe prlmory strengths of YRS as ‘
. increased continuity’ of the insfrucflonol progrom, |mproved teacher .. . "
-morole opporfunmes for prpducflve use of vacation: sessmns, o
'ovoldonce of Iess demroble olfernoflves 5uch as doubIe sessmns,

_"|mproved sfudenf behavuor, ond mere s susfolned confocf wufh parents.

. 5 ‘- ‘ . -
« K ’ - . k

. Conswfenfly nofed ‘were needs for |mprovemenf concermnq dony ‘h"\d

exfroordlnory maintenance of the. physncol plant, grounds, o.nd

' equtprnenf, olr-condltlonlng in classrooms, .support to-the. roving

feocher, D:sfrlcf occommodohon fo YRS year- round commumfy\ -

-b_ocflvmes, con5|sfency of fype of YRS schedule, easier- ond up- -to-date’

textbooks m confenf arcas, more textbooks and msfrucflonol moferlols

suitable for Ilmlfed ‘and" non—Enqhsh speokmg sfudenfs, and mcreased

supporf ond slmpllflcoflon of poperwork ond\odmmlsfrofwe demonds in

-

o

YRS seffln_gs.._ ’ R S o \ EREEEN

f a’ . ‘ v,

. Reodlng mstruchon fended fo que ploce in smoll qroups Most of 'fhe

“itime in directed Iessons was devoted to cognmve msfr\:cflon wufh a-

mm_lmol omounf of f|me cevofed to clossroom monoqemenf~or socml/

mofnvof:onol concerns. Teache.s focused most frequenfly on vocobulory

-developmenf ‘and’ ||ferol comprehensnon in rhelr |n°frucf|on ond most

often used an mferocf:onol apphkoach lnvolvmg quesfwns, onSWers, ond

feedback to sfudenfs. Observers‘ ’roflngs of fheg:{ossroom climqte wete

! generqlly»posmve. : Teochers varied subsfonflolly in the amount of

time oIIocofed 10 reodlng nnsfruchon rongmg from 30\to over: 90"
minutes. of the students observed about 88% were on—fosk ond obouf

2% were off- fosk Fmolly, feocners ‘ob rved femded to- u5e one mojor

odopfed iexfbook serleS‘os fhef’F busm rdd mg fexfg; Supplemen’rol
* maferials vorled conslderobly ocross':clossrooms ond feochers’nofed

A.dlffnculhes in ckeepmg o wnde range of such mofernols ovolloble d,ue to -

~
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Gceinhcndoﬁom

.. of flm'a ollocofed to math ‘ins? rucflon ronglnq from less than 30 to over

. 'Mofh msfrucf:on wos fyplcolly deI|vered by feochers to the whole class
or fo Iorge ‘groups of sfudenfs. The mo]orlfy of msfrucflonol time
tended to focus on cogmflve msfrucflon rather. than cIossroom '
manoqemenf or socml/mo‘hvoflonol concerns. Teochers tended to use
Iecfurmq and presentlnq opprooches more frequently in mofh than in |

reading, olfhouqh mferocflonol opprooches were aiso noted.

R Insfrucflon observed focused mosf heov:ly on’ opercmons ‘with” fractions” “

.. and dec:mols and on mofh concepfs, olfhough feochers nofed o heov1er
cmpbosls on compufoflor\ ‘and mofh oppllcoflons throughout the school -

yeor. As wnh ref‘dmg, there was cqnmderobie vcrloflon in fhe omounf

- 60 n‘m)ufes per doy On the overoge obouf 87% of the sfudenfs were
observed on task wnfh ubout 13% off-task. Fmolly, _mosf teachers
observed tended to rely on a recent math text published by Addlson-\ §
Wesley wr:ffen of fhe Fifth grode level., Whlle feochers tended to nofe
problems in the drffnculfy of .math content and' reading IeveI of the '

text, relatively few supplemenfory nsofer:ols were observed in use. : c

°

Bosed cn the fmdmgs of the sub-sfudy, the followmq recommendoflons

vere formulofed for consideration by. Dlsfrlcf and program r*‘*rsonnel

Provide mcreosed custodial service for ongomq dolly momfenonce and
normol repolrs of school buildings, grounds, and equnpmenf

Provide more. flmely repair ond extraordinary momfenonce on weekends ond
holidays so fhof msfrucflon is not. d|srupfed. :

‘Provi'de more vvfimely and consisfenf repoirs_‘fof‘ audio-visual equipment.
Ex'o'ond efforfs fo”insfoll oir c,ondifioni'm‘; in CIassr'oorns.

Provide greater supporr for. the roving teacher which should mcIude .
assistance in movmo, ond secure sforoge spoce '

Rev1ew District procedures ond pOllCleS and modlfy fhem fo occommodofe
the YRS schedule- (e. g., assigning-support personnel.such as school
psychologists ‘and nurses on a year-round basis, shlffmq reporfmq
deodllnes to account for the yeor -round schedule) .

\ -~

,Work wnfh cornmunlfy agencies to ex pond focus to y‘eor-round rufher fhon
'_prlmornly summer activities. ., : _ ) _ -




° students, porhculorly in the content areas identvified above.

°

Adopt ond xmplement a D|str|ct wnde policy to insure thot all feeder

schools in particular-areas operate on the same type of YRS schedule.

The policy ‘should be disseminated 1o porents, teachers, and all school
personnel so that the intent and objechve of the policy is understood. o

Provide additional support to administrators in YRS settings (e.qg.,

. simplify paperwork and reporting, provide access to mlcrocomputers for.

room scheduling, and student assignment).

Inveshqote the fEOSIb”lfY of prowqu up-to-date-textbooks in content

the option of selecting fexts at d variety of reading ievels to .
ocn.ommodote the: dlffermq reoqu Iev-*='ls of students in thelr closses.

areas such as science, heaith, and social studies. ‘Teachers should have

Investigate the feasibility of provndmg oddmonol fextbooks and
instructional materials suitable for limited and non-English speaking ..

Develop procedures to insure that teachers are- -providing the Distrie
established minimal amount of instruction (60 mmutes for reading and l&S -

minutes for moth) daily.,

Estobllsh procedures for |dent|fy|ng particularly gifted. "master.

" teachers" in the District and provide opportunmes for them to provide '

staff development sessions to other teachers in.the District. Topics of
sessions should be established through a consensus ‘of *eachers at the _
school 'site;  An_area of need noted by site visitors, concerned strategies.
for sporklng student interest and encourogmg more active mvolvement ond
mqmry on the part of students.- ' _ _ =

Inveanote the feasibility of providing oddmonol focmhes for -
students in YRS settings (e.g., restrooms,- drinking fountains, tables,
and benches) Observers noted ‘that YRS schools are still very crowded

'Encouroqe prmcnpoﬂs to estobllsh procedures for encouroqu;]g/'
- communication and coIIoborohon among teochers, particularly those on

different tracks.

~‘;n_f»;"—-~-ufih ‘u_l;e__-us_,.'_m___ruﬂo.ﬁr;i£3“1*_;ﬁwhn_¢_“_ifTH ~ ',- o
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Tabie A-1 - Ce
Math: “Teacher Role ( R ‘

i

. i B ' ~leme&oM’
Rolz ~ - Mean SD

~ Whole class: o . :
instructor . . S : 1.27 |_.33 ,

Lorée'group~ ' . ' s ‘
instructor  (9+) , . _ 0.92 = .49

Small group S o ' N
- instructor (2-8) , : . © . 0.65 1.13

Monitor . L 0.5 1.7
Totor .. - 0.25 0.8
Other : 02 0459

*On a flve—pomt scale where 0 = none or almost none, | = about I/4, . =
2 = about |/2 3= about 3/4, and &4 = _all or almost all. '

 Table A2
Math: Role of Alde

" I ‘. Time Spent*
Role ' L , ' Mean - SD

Whole -class o o 1 o
_instructor _ ‘ ’ , - 0. 117

J=

- Large group- C . e .
instructor : ' ' 0.13 0.57

Smoll group oL
- instructor _ 003 1.8
- Monitor _ ) _ , . 0.71 _ .15

Toter ., . 06 -1,09

8

.. Preparerfclerk . . ... 035 1.06
. Notpresent .o .o 0.8 0.5

g *On a flve-pomt scale where 0 none or clmosf none, I = almost I/lo
Q o 2= about |/2 3 = obout 3/4 and 10 2 oll or almost oll. S




s ~ Table An
_ Moth- lmtructlmol Approoch
- " ‘/' | . ‘
- : S . Time Spent* .
Area . ., ) , L : Mean SD
Cognitive instruction - - L ' 3.02 1.36 o -
- Classrc;dm mdnage‘mer'\vt\ S ., 0.46 0.98
.Soc.ioI/motivqtion' o I o o - 0.i5 0.37 :
'Presenting, lecturing 4 T . L |.87 - .30
; Interoctlons (questlonmq L ] ; 4 / ]
- feedback) ‘ - ‘ ©1.50 I9
Silent (observing) . o 0.5 L 0|
*On a five-point. <scole where 0 '= none- or almost none, | = about I/lt /
2 = about 1/2, 3 = about 3/4, ond 4 = all or almost all. PSR :
. . ", ‘ ‘-‘///:‘: .
"~ Table A<h. )
Muth: Types of Studcm Acﬂvmes Observed .
i o - ' Wi\\‘ Percent of Students
Type of Activity \Mean - SD
h Getting directioﬁ; - | “ - -6'\".\52 21.50 .
Directed lessons E ' : 3 -44‘.87 _' 35.‘98‘/ |
“Written seatwork S SR ‘
osmqnments L . : .35.92 134.25
Supplementcry g . 4_ o . . o
“.materials .. ) - 2.57 107
‘Puiiles, games, : " 4 . .
- manipulatives ‘ o . I.Z}I __ 8.94 o
A'udio-vis‘uol ' s *0.09 - : I.10
Other 1 2230

46 .




Table A<S .
Math: Classroom Dimensions®

- - Dimension ‘ U . . ,Meon‘. sD -

Opportunity for i'ndgp'enden‘t ‘ ‘ . '
practice : : . . v 2,90« 1.56

‘Classroom management } SRR 1.85 0.97
Student independence I 2.02 - 0.93.
Student choice . . . R 4.40 0'._819}
~Academic s'tqrv\dordsvond,.-» : | - E . | .
expectations ' . : 1.87 1.0l
Stude‘nf in‘tere.st o - .- " 2.08 0.97
Teacher enthusfosfn \ - : ; o I‘.S‘I , .0.-8I .
Teocher_' support o .. S .86 . 0.84 )

-~ *0n a five-point scale where 0 '="none or almost _ryohe', |, = about 1/4,
2 = about 1/2, 3 = about 3/4, and 4 = all or almost all. : -

N
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‘ lnfredqc‘fi_on e

One component of the fwo-yeor evoluoflon of the Yeor-Round Schoo!s (\YRQ)

program of the Los Angeles Unified School District (LAUSD) is an ossessmenf\of

‘*—fhe attitudes of parents— of-participating- sfudenfs—.~-‘~~~A~L|kerf scole fype v \1\\
quesflonnotre was deVeIoped in 1981 -82 to prov:de mformohon concernunq , \
preference for YRS or frodlflonol.schedullnq- |n reference to child care, -

vacation schedule, homewcrk, attendance y academic performance, cnd,o number of
other variables. In the 1981-82 evaluationy<28,d4 74 quesfionnoires in Encjlish
"Spanish, Chinese, Koreon, and Armenian were mailed to porenfs with children in
. fhe sample schools at forgefed grode IeveIs. Only 3,000, or 15% of the
quesflonnmres were returned. ,

In planning for the second year (1982 83) -evaluation, the exfer'\ol
Evoluohon Planning Team and District staff sought a methodology that would .
result not only in a higher response. rate, but would also’be less taxing on
the resources of the Research and Evoluofion Broncn of LAUSD. Processing the
mailed queshonnmres |n five Ionquoges hod been a heovy burden on Dlsfrlcf
personnel. : o ' _

' Since’ yeor-round‘ schools _ore a reality and in all probability will have
" to ccnfinue for some firn'e into the future, and’'because findings of the 1981-82
study iindicated that the pnmory objective to reduce overcrowqu in target
- 'schools had been met, fhe Evaluation Tedm decided to change the' focus of the
parent survey. Instead of sampling porenfc! preference for the Sepfember to
June (frodmonol colendor) or ‘the yeor-round school schedule, the survey
would seek to.determine the extent-of change, if any, of a nu'nber of
vornobles, by comparing "this year" ‘with "last year", keepmg in mlnd that the .
yeqr-round schedule was in operation.during both years. Essenflolly, the new
.survey_ would attempt to obtain opinions concerning the following questions.

To make year-round schools better: . = >

‘a. Has the student made necessory adaptations?

b. Has the school made necessary improvements? |

c. Has the Qorenf(s) made necessary. occommodoflons" B B
_For comparison purposes, basically the same queshons asked in the 198i 82

study were inciuded in this year's survey.

g e e e : e et e B
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A number of means of sompling porentol opinion were consideréd tnCIudlnq
telephoning homes, .using bilingual mterwewers, send|ng a questlonnmre home
to the parents with their children, and m_ters_uewmg porents“ot home or at

school. All three pr'esented"mojor disadvantages. ‘ A'stronger attempting to.

“reach porents at home by phoney and osklng involved. questlons ‘about school

-requiring chonces, ‘would not be very successful. Personal mtervnews would -

require - oppomtments and would be expenslve and time consuming. Merely
sending a questionnaire home wnh students would probobly be Iess effectlve
thon the molled survey. »

It was felt that the complexlty of the queshonnolre used the preVIous
year, even though it had been tronsloted had m oll probability been a molor
foctor in the low response rate. .It was also belleved that the exlstlnq high’
-communlcotlon barrier between home and school could be effectlvely br:dged
through student lnvolvement. ‘A -high proportlon of Spanish-speaking families,
portlculorly recent°|mm|gronts, rely heavily on. their oIder children to

explo-n and mterpret wrltten rommumcotlon.

K
i

..Boscc Reseorch Strotegy . ’ .

" The Evoluotnon Plonmng Team ogreed to administer.a questlonnolre to
sixth, eighth, and twelfth grode students and have the same students take
onother questionnaire fiome, with cIeor instructions on how to osswt their

porents in completmq H, if necessory. This type of student portncupotlon

_hod the potentlol of increasing the rate of response from parents and also -

\

progrom. ;

offered an additional source of information concernlng the _Yeor-Round-SchooIs

[ . .

Ten eIementory, fen junior hlgh and four senior high schools were

selected for the survey. Four cIosses were sompled from eoch school, coverlng

. low; overoqe “and 'high scholastic levels.

The, Pore t Guestlonnolre, mcluded in the Appendlx, was desngned to
elicit responses on seven items concernmg the\student four |tems about the
school, and three items about the respondent. A leert scale type of optlons

was offered, with' "5" mdccotlng the variable "better thls yeor" and "I",

: "better Iost year", \A response of "3" meant there was '"no dlfference" and .

mdicoted the neutrol posnnon. Three sub- questlons asked the number of

~school o(]e cmldren in tne romll““ry, h‘e‘nomber—of dlfferent-yeor round

.. 51
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schedules to which. they are OSS|gned, ond the name- of the .school (the ch|Id o

tokmq the questionnaire horne) ottended Iost year. Space was prowded for .
wrltten - commentss—L ] . . o -

In: oddmon to the Coordlnotor of the sub- study~~f|ve evoiuotors were
\
appointed to odmlmster the instrument ond -analyze data from four closses in-

four schools.  All trocks.were included in the survey, thus requiring

N

“the evaluators to return to each school a second time to administer the

questionnaire to students not in school during the first visit,

-~

A cover letter from Dr. Fl’oroline Stevens, Director of Research and
¢
Fvoluohon, LAUSD explolned the ob;echves of the survey and emphasized its

|mport0nce. The. letter and the questionnaire were tronslotedemto Sponlsh on

"the reverse side. : . L
‘ .
Three high school cIszses were used to f|e|d test the instrument with

o students and porents. The mformohon gained from the field test served as

the .basis for a tfaining meeting with the evoluotors, where the objechves of
the study and procedures for administering the survey. mstrument were
d|scussed Explicit written directions were given, covering each step of the
) odmmlstrohon from setting up school oppomtments to collecting the ‘.
‘questionnaires.. Emphosns was ploced on polnhnq out to the responde ts that

survey was not seeking opinions on the Yeor-Round ‘Schools progra but

, msteod, to obtoln mformohon on opmlons concermnq schoolmq thls
mpored to Iost yeor. _ :
aluators odmmlstered the mstrument to the students by, flrst
eprOini'n s purpose, dnscrlbmg the scale, and finally reoqu each of the
|4y queshon,s to the class. Students, not attending- 0 year-round school the °
previous year, were excus°d from the study smce the concern was on whether
there had ‘been a chonqe in the variables mcluded in the queshonnolre from
'the prevrous year. A surprlsmgly smoll number of students (one to three per
-closs) were in lis category. _ ‘

The student respondents oppeored to gwe serious aHentlon and 1hought
to every |tem, tokmg obout 35 minutes to complete the entire process. The
evaluators then collected the student questionnaires, ‘distributed the

'Parent Questionnaire, and instructed. the students on how to explain it to

-+ iheir porents. Stress was placed on the importance of returnmg the Porem

Questionnaire to the teochers the followmg day.

“Data were coded for compuier onolysrg and these onolyses of the

descriptive: doto were exomlned ond serve as the bqsns for. the report wh|ch
‘foIIows. . : ‘_ ¥ ) : - ._ g )

3
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"Pgrent Questionnaire - -

s

Response Rate ) : o L
. The response rates from porents by school ronqed from 28% to 74%, with
seven schools ranking below SO% and I3 schools at 62% and ObOVe Three
schools had a_response rate above 72% The percentoge of parent responses’
- were based on the number of students who recelved a parent qunstlonnonre. As.
\—\

shown in Table-l, elementory school responses for exceeded other Ievels. By
. :
- typical social science researchs ndoltds_, this is co_nS|dered a very {

successful rate of _return'.

.. Table I
Response Rate by Level. Parents

L : - Questionnaires  Questionnaires Response
Level ' Schools Distributed Returned Rate
] Elementary o . 958 69 o 6%
~-Junior High 0 - . 94l . w52
Senior High' 4 376 o199 B
Total =, .. 24 2275 S22 - s
Languages ) _ ‘ \
: As prewousl.y noted, the questionnaire was written in English and

. Spomsh, and students - were instructed to have their 'pdrent’s answer in the
Ionduoge they preferred. Although the questlonnmres were available in

B Koreon, Chmese, and A(memon, the evaluators did ﬁot report ony. instances of

' reguests for them iin- ‘these or other Ianguoges.( . As shown below, a significant - "

: number of porents responded |n Sponlsh. s

-

. - , ' Table 2
.. ' o Response Rote by Longuage: Porents
. Number = = . -
Languagqge . _ Responding = . . Percent
\ English L t 933 ) _ 70 58%
'Spanish . 38 L, 29
e . Total. . T 3a2 - o 'IOO\.()O
| a L -




chotnon Schedulu .

Porents were osked |f thelr ch Idren were all-on the same vocohon
' schedule,_ and if not, to indicate the number of dlfferent _schedUIes they - v
.ottended The results are presented in Table 3. One'qoestion (14b in the

|nstrument) may have: been confusmq slnce a cieor mojorlty did not respond

e

Table3 ~ . -~ o -

\ Vacation Schedules =~ - ' R
. 7 ' No. of Sér\)eduvles ' ' . Total

\
-

o
o

. | Y

| s o2 | 448
CE S ,‘ 70
L. No Response - S &1 . |

s . 0 T I L

Duscussnon and |nterpretat;on o - ‘
, The data were tabulated by IeveI, schedule, ond trock The evoluotors ~
| mterpre’red the doto by school, and ‘the results are summonZed in Tobles 14 5
"ond 6. The first numuer shows the percent of porents morklnq obove the "3" f o
. neutral posmon, mdncotmq thot the’ vorloble wos "better thls year®. - In__._ :
. parentheses is the percent of porents who feel the vonoble is. the same or
.'"better this yeor", the totol of "3" "'14", ond "5" percentoges.‘v T

> -

Overoll onolysns of the porent responses xndlcates thotr most belleve

their child's feellnqs obout school, quollty of school’ work behovnor,
homework, ond ottendonce are somewhot better, or—be*t\ter this yeor. Over SO%

-of the elementory school\parents responqu, rated these vorlobles above the ," ’ ‘
neutrol "3" posmon. Except for behovnor in school, which” ronked sllqhtly -

* lower, jUnlOT high porents oIso rated ‘the same vorlobles obove the neutral o ‘T_E
"_.posyt\ion. L \\ S LT T el ,' ) ., ,. ‘
While porents of semor\hlqh students did not respond as fovorobly as-

¢~x~‘m .

'-porenTs with' chllqren ot fhe' other Ievels, sty more‘“thon 38% roted thelrv---‘-f‘rl;’* -
chlldrens feellnqs obout school, quolnty ‘of school work, ond homework ’

. somewhot better or betfer thls yeor thon Iost yeor. '




. Porents were osked about thelr chllds cbonces of f|nd|ng a job dur«nq
off- tror‘k hme only' lf the Chl|d was attending hlgh schooi, but 73. 5% ol\\
'poremfs of =un|or hlgh students also responded to' the question.

_ _ Of consnderoble sngnlflconce fo the purposes of thls%report is the fact

+ that on every “iter, shown in Table 14 from 80.9% to 93 5% of the respondents
:‘-felt the vorlohle was either the same or better’ thls year than Iost year.
Another way of viewing this is, that only 6. 5% to i9.1% of the porents

respondlnq felt that any of the vorlobles ‘was better lasi yeor

. Table 4
s . Parent Opinions'; The Chiid
Your Child's o : Elem. Jr. l—.iiq_f’\' - S quh
I. Feelings about school ‘, .. 53.6% ° 50.8% - 38._2%
T o . .(84.8) . (84.8) - (87.4)
2. Quality of school work \ . 63.5 " 598 44.7 . ;
A - (87.5) . (85.5) (86.9) .+~
3. Behavior in school o 53.2 . 47.4 . 36.7.
o " : (83.7) (86.5) (93.5)
" 4. Homework - 59,8 53.8 397
S . (85.9)  (86.4) . (83.9)
_ 5. Attendance ' . 50.5 53.5 . 36.7
S | T (80.9). - (8W.) (85.4)
6. Participation in sports ' 44,8 39,5 3002
- or other school activities *  (81.5) (84,0), - (84.5)"
7. Chances’ of finding a job - . ---a | 22.1 - 30.2.

¢« during.off track-time . o - (64.0). - (79.4)
(high 'schoci only) - . '

_ In reference to the school's condmon during hot. weother, olthouqh more
‘than 50% of the respondents in all three levels as’ shown in Toble 5 ‘ ;
."‘felt 1here was no difference. from last yeor, 4] substonnol percentoqe
. considered conditions to be beHer than’last year.



Respondents felt there was |mprOVemeM in ail vorlobles over Wthh the
school has direct control, including cleanliness of bu1|qus, efforts to keep
parents informed about their child's progress, and efforts to communicate. with
them about school oct{yities. n porticu.llor,'q remarkable 65% of parents of
senior high students felt the.buildinqﬁere cleaner, and 58% of those with
children in elementory school Géprqved of effefté to keep ﬂjem informed about
their ‘children's proqf'ess. ) | |

Here again, the exceptionally high percentoge of porents who felt the
variables in Table 5 were either the same or "beHer this year" should be-
noted. Parents of hlqh school students, porhculorly, are saying thot . zr-"_
teochers and administrators are keeping them. lnformed about thelr chlldrens

progress, and that_ the school is effechvely commumcohng with them obout
school activities. . '

Table §:

| ~ Parent Opinions: The School -
o : X , . 5\\
The School's » % Elem.  Jrl High  Sr.High -
8. Conditions dufing hot | T 29.6% 27.2% " 23.6%.
weother in summer (77.3) (81.0) - (81.9)
9. Cleanliness and appearance. 47.3 - 40.7 . 65.5
of buildings and grounds - (86.9) - (85.0) (95.7)
!0 Efforts to keep you informed 58.0 . S5I.7 o 422\\
‘about your child's progress .. (88.4) . (90.8) (91.4) "
1. Efforts to communicate with ~ - 50.8 . h46.h 32,2
. you about school activities - (85.8). (88 7 (51.0),
. » ' . ' o .

S

R‘espons'es touﬂ:ue final three items listed in Tdblte 6, o ing parents to _
evaluate -themselves, show the. Iowest percentages of all 14 vortobles as bemq '
"better this year". Agom, however, a sugmflcont number, of porer\\ts of
' students in elementory and junior hlqh schools,, gove posmve responsc\as that

indicate |mprovement this year over Iost yeor. ’ .7-\., \



Table 6, o
Parent Opinion: The Parent

£

About You ¢ ' . "Elem. Jr. High . Srd. High
| 12. Your arrangements . 39.9% = 34.6% 24.2%
{* for child care o (86.0) (89.9) - - (92.0)
13. Your feellnqs about . - 32.7 33.0 20.6
year-round schedule ond (75.5) (81.4) - (74.8) -
vacation plans _ ' . _
4. Yo'ur'porticipotien at the 27.7 24.9 . 13.5
“school : . (80.5) (87.2) .~ (91.4)

Written Comments : o ” R

Space was provided for comments, and parents made 119 statements that
_directly 'reflec'ted their feelings about YRS. Of these, 68 were negative, 4!
‘posntlve, and 10 were neutral. Comments reqordmg |nstruct|on were qenerolly
positive, wnth 47 porents stating they were pleosed with their ‘children's
| |e0rn|nq and 2| .expressing dlssotnsfoctlon Mony of the negotlve -comments
‘concerned "too ‘much vocot:on", cousmq chlldren to forget what they had
|e0rned Forty Six porents expressed ‘negative feelmgs about the effect: of

YRS on vacation planning, port:cuiorly ‘with cmldren in the same family

ottendmg school on dnfferent trocks No other comments were clustered
oround specmc rssues or concerns. \.\ '
W
\»
. \,
. \\
~




. Student Questionnaire
Response by Levels . I

The Student Questionnor-re, contoininq the some variables ‘as the ,
. instrument used with parents, was odmlmstered to 2,275 students in 24 sdmple

Yeor Round Schools . The response rate by level is noted in Toble 7.

, »Toble 7 .
Response by Level: ‘Students

) ' . -Number
Level S Schools - h Responding
Elementory . 10 . o _ 958
Junior High | SR [/ R 941
: " Senior High 4 - 376
Total - | : . 2275

'Languages | . _

. The instrument was prepared in both English and Spanish. Students were
ddvised'to complete the questionnaire in the Ionguoge'th'ey preferiad.
Evaluators who also spoke Spanish used both lanquages to, establish closer

‘ rapport with the students..- No requests were received for questlonnolres in
~any other language. A snwol‘l number, as shown xn_.T.obIe§8N\, responded in

Sponi.sh.

: Table 8
Response by Longuoge. Students

v

! - ‘ Number
Language o ‘Responding
English B 2217
Spanish ‘ _ 58
Total - . 275

' Discussion and Interpretation 3" : .
As with the Parent Gueshonnolre, the doto were tobuldted by IeveI
schedule, and track. An mterpretohon was made for eoch school by the

evoluotors ond the summornzed results are presented in Tobles 9, IO ond II




These tables show. the percen* of frequencres for each variable, with the top
number |nd|cot|ng the percent of respondents who marked above the "3 or the
neutral position, i.e. "/4" or "5", . The number in porentheses shows the
'percenf of students who fee! the variable is the "son“‘ as Iost year" or
"better this year". Put in another way, the flqure represents the percent of
studerits who marked "3", "4", and "5"

~The first seven vornobles shown in Table 2, "all.calling for intros-
spection,- osked the reSpondents to reflect on how they -felt about school, the
quality of school work behovror, ot‘rendonr‘e porhmpohon in co-curricular
activities, and job opporrunltles. Students qc:ve pos:'i'lve responses to most
variables. | . '

1t s important to note that not only did a hlgh percentoge

of students at all Ievels report feellng better about school, and obout the
quality of their school work this year, the percenfoges are hlqher than the
rating given by their parents. A further comparison of student responses,
on the remaining five variables, (Table 9) with the responses made by the -
porents' shows the same to be true in most cases: .

Table 9 '
Student Opinions: The Student

About You . Elem. ~ Jr. High Sr. High -,
|. How do you feel about school  56.9% ~  52.1% . 48.6%
g in general?" : (79.0) - (78.8) (81.0)
2. How do you feel about the 72.1 57.3 . 50.3
: quality of school work? - (86.7) (76.9) < (81.4)
3. How is your behavior in  53.0 491 46.0
‘school? - . (84.2) . (84.0) - (88.3)
4. How do you feel about the - 62.7 50.2 38.0
homework you receive? \ (84.0) (84.8) . (81.4)
5. How.is your attendance? \‘\ 50.0 - - 51.3 - 4! 8
- ' : L .(75.8) (80.1) Ci)
6. How is your participation in . S
sports or other school ‘ 44,0 43.0 30,0
ochvmes" : (74.5) (78.3) - (74,4
1. How are your chances of .
finding a job during off- I '38.2 . 47.2
track? N - (83.3) ~  (80.3)
10

8



btudents' responses to item 8 (Toble IO) about comfort in school during
~hot summer’ doys, follows closely the responses made by the. pc_lrents Students'
__feeimqs about’ |tems 9, 10, ‘and |1, re'ferring to voriobles"thot_ are directly
the responsibility of school personnel, were very positive, with percentages
ranging from 32.9% to a high of 75.8% obeve the neutral position.

Senior high students, in qreoter numbers than thelr parents, felt fhe\

cleanliness of their schools is better this -year, and eIementory school "\\
respondents, in close agreement. with their parents, gave a high positive '\\
response to their school s efforts to keep porents mformed about..their )
‘scholoshc proqress . /.
: : _ [
. Table 10 - . e
Student Opinions: The School /
. - : ‘ - . /
“The School ‘ - Elem. Jr. High SrHl/qh
8. How do you feel about o - /
" going 10 school on hot . '~ . 28.3% 24.6% - [15.9%
‘days during the summer?. - (72.1) - (75.3) (65.0)
"9, How is the cleanliness o .
and appearance of bunldlnqs 45,1 42,6 /75.8
and grounds? : (83.7)  (83.5) 95.7)
10. How are the efforts to keep : S :
" your parents informed about 55.7 . 50.4 42.8 .
your progress in school? = (86.1) (82.8) (87.8)
Il. How are the efforts to , X o
inform your parents about . 47.8 . 40.6 - 32.9

school activities? . - - (87.2) © ~ - (87.4) . (89.3)

"On.the last .'rhree-vo_riobles\ (_Toble I1) asking questions about the
.stedents' parents, the responses were less positive, reflecting some
inconveniences or probiems caused by YRS in the arronqement for care of
“children and youth during off-track time, ~din plonmnq vacations.

The lowest percentages of the ent: o - vy, reqordlnq porents'
porhcnpohon in school activities, are reported 1t the Junlor ond senior high
schoo! level. The number m parentheses that mcludes "no dlfference", |n oll

" probability mdncotes thot most parents ot these SChQ;| IeveIs simply do not

attend school ochvmes

1 60



" Tabie {1
Student Opinions: The Parent

The Parent =~ " . Elem.  Jr. High Sr. High
12. How are the arrangements .
your parents make for your . 44.3%. 38.6% - 20.2%
care durlnq off track tlme" _ (_84.6) (83.7) -+~ (86.7)
13. How do your parents feel o o : ‘
: about year-round schedule =~ . = 33.6 25.9 19.4 Lo
and vacatian_plans? - (72.5) (78.0) (75.8)
14, “How is-your parents' ' '
participation in school " 24.2 13.6 ‘( 8. 'l
89.

‘ octlwtles" o L (73.8)  (84.8)

Wntten Comments

Spoce[ was provnded on the Student Questlonnmre for written comments and

 students gave oddltlonol“oplnlons about YRS or school in qenerol The -

evaluators revnewed the comments and after cons|der|nq a number of methods of

grouping them into broad categories, selected flve eoch with sub-coteqorles.

The tobuloted results, reported in Table I2, reveol thot students generally

ore odjustlnq well to the new schedule

Some students expressed concern that certain courses needed for ,

graduation or for college ‘admission are not offered on their trock, or that

courses were - conceIIed becduse of Iow enrollment.

Posntlve statements regarding ‘the quality of instruction outnumbered

negative statements by nearly 4 to I, but many complained that |nstruct|on'

time was too short with too much-vacation. Positive and negative comments by

students obout teochers were obout equol in number



/ Table I2
Student Comments. Currlculum/lnstruchon

3

i . 2

Cateqgory o Positive ‘Neutral -Negative

. Curriculum
Courses offered on. dlfferent tracks | -

NN

\ 23

Electives .- : L.
+ Co- currnculor ochvmes ‘ : v 14 12

2. Instruction o , _ S :

Quality ' , = : | 46 -2 12
Length : - 12 4 32
Teacher ottltudes - 118 - 15
Homework | oo (10 - 6
Forgetting during vacation C - - T

|

The coteqorles in Table 13 include stotements\studerts made . obout _
themselves and 1he|r perceptlon of their parents in relotlon to school: - A
large number expressed concern about missing frlends who were placed on ¢
tracks. Only a small number wrote. about employment difficulties wnth YRS

schedules, but a surprlsmq!y high number expressed sotlsfoctlon with YRS.
The hlqhest number of negative comments was made obout thelr own and th
" parent's feelings about YRS, . - ‘

Ve

Toble I3 -
Student Comments: Students/Porents .

Category ’ ‘ Positive ."\‘ Neutral NMegative

3. . Students ' ‘ "

o

Social reiationships 14 3 72
Job opportunities’ - 2 L - 5
Siblings .on different tracks ‘ . \ | 19
Feelings about YRS } L1502 122
Vacation : T 6 |- - 34
4. Parents ' :
Participation in school 15 I - 10
Feelings -about YRS ' 89 0 119
Vacation 'p/lg_nning 39 8 9| -

62
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cateqgory noted in Table 14, with the largest. number expressing satisfaction

with schooling, and a few notmq the need for more air-conditioned classrooms.

_ Toble 14
) - . Student Comments* General

3

S S, e gy e

‘Category - : - Positive Neutral Negative

5. General Comments

Schooling in general 54 22 32
Bunlqus and-grounds . 6 - 12
School in summer - ‘ 12 - 12
Air conditioning R - - 23

Food - T - -0

Summary . - ,

The return rate of the questionnaire sent home with the students
adequately met the requirements of the Research .and Evaluation Branch and far
.oxcee_déd the 15% rate of_responses obtained last year with a mailed
‘questionnaire. - In general, both parents and students report that t_he latter's ;
feelings about school are S'L_Jbotontiolly beﬁer'th_is year, and responses - |
reflect consi'de'ro‘ble satisfaction with the quality of education, behavior,
homework, and ottendonce. Althouqh responses .regarding participation in
sports or other school activities were not as posmve, from 30% to 44%. felt
it was better this year than-last. '

Neither parents nor sfudents expressed strong reservations regarding

employment opportunmes durmg off track time. - Forty-seven percent of the

) hlqh school students felt thelr chonces of> flnol.nq a jOb were somewhot better

_or better this yeor than last year and 80% felt. they were the .same or better.
Along with parent porhmpo*lon at school both porents and students gave

the lowest’ percentage of positive vesnonses to condlhons durmq hot weather

in summer. Parents continue to have dlfflculty in orrongmg for child care -

and in planning vacations with the year- round schedule, but. overoll ‘about one-

third report’the situation to be better’ this year.

.14



' Recommendations | _ ' | . -

I. Teachers and building odministf'otors should be informed of the findings

~ of this study and commended in porhculor for their role in the posmve'

" resnonses.given by students and’ porents to: feelings about school, B
quality of schooi work, behavior in school homewofk,'.ond attendance.

2. Studént_s, building administrators; and custodial staff should be
conqrotu.loted for their efforts in the cleanliness and appearance of
buildings and grounds. | '

3. Students and parents should 'ble comrhended‘.for their cooperation in
"odjustinq rapidly to g complex program. .

4. A similar study should be conducted in the same geographic area with -
c;omporoble schoovlsv not in the YRS program cnd also with schools in high
socio-economic éom_munitiés to qain further insight into student «nd parent
.opini"ons about scho_qlihg and to determine. if others have higher

expectations concerning the educative process.

5. Altgough many parents did not respond to the question concernmg the numbe|
of schedules their children are on; (see poqe S) we know that large numbers
are on different schedules and tracks. Every effort should. therefore be
mdQe to place oII children frdm a fomily ottendin’g-'the same school, on
similar tracks. Whenever posmble, all children in a family ottendmg

“'different schools should be ploced on the same schedule and track.

64
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Table A
" Pareni Questionnaire: ’ .
. Frequencies Above Neutral Position in Percentages' T

Your Child's .= "~ Elem. Jr. High Sr. Hiqh Overall
I.~ Feelings about school" 536% 50.8% 138.2% ‘ SO..Z%.-
) | 2. Quality of-"g,chool'work 63.5 59.8 - | 44.7. | S9I\
3." Behavior in school 53.2 474 36.7 ._.48.5*_\\'
\ . 4. Homework - S..9..8. 538 39.7 54.6 -\
B 5.. At_tendonce. : 50.5 . 53.5 367 . 49.5
6. Porticipctior.\_’in sports or - | , '
- other school activities, -44.8 39.5 30.2 - 40.6
7. Chances of finding a job - --ae 2.0 0.2 e

during off track time
- (high school ‘only)

Jhe School's

8. Conditions.during hot , : \
~ weather in summer 29.6 27.2 +23.6 " 27.8 .
9. Cleanliness and appearance ‘ : :
of buildings and qrounds 471.3 .~ 40.7 65.5 . 47.6 .-

10, Efforts to keep you

informed about your 58.0 5.7 . 42.2 - 533
child's progress

11, Efforts to communic‘dte-' ' - o
with you .about school 50.8 46.4 32.2 46.3

activities . ‘
. 1 ¥
_About You | ' ) R

12. Your arrangements for : L o
E child care. : _ 39.9 = 34.6 24.2- 35.6 |

13. Your feenngs obout year-
' round schedule and -

vacation plans =~ 32. 33.0' - 20.6 - "31.0

~ .

v

24.9 3.

~J

4. Your participation at the  27.

2.5
school o




. Table B S
Parent Responses: Grade Six (N=629)

\ ’ ot

o Betterthe . . Mo Difference - =~ Better L&l£: o |
o Year " SN 3 "n ‘ oo Year "y b Respomse oy
! % Foo% ! % f % o %

1R

YOUR CHLDS o e T i S
Feelings about school A T R P ) ol 6 w0 w29
- Quality of school work . N 1o ‘17.5 OBl wg 11 o 1.7 1&8";» 7.6? wn }2 g
Behavior in school . wWoONe @ owe 1w ows M6 2 .//13 .
CHmewsrk L m a Qb BT %) w29 w73 g SR
Mtednce g g e L we w30 o oyy Sy 6y
" Participation in:spocts or other o P . T A
school activities o m 21 LI IV ) SO /% B U X SRS 0.0 3 5.l
s o el | IR
Conditions during hot weather in summer . 125 - 199 60T M gy B s n oy RS 7303‘

Clea‘n‘ll;ness and appearance of | - ‘ N Lo o R <
hulldings and groinds AL % B3 w9 s w9 - Wb B w0

R

.. Efforts to keep you informed . I Yy . A
. obout your child's progress . . B B RV Y SR [T /W 2 I N | A3

- Efforts to communicate with' S A ' - e .
" you about sahoh! activities 5. M4 B B 220_,_‘}510 S N R L6 ‘ R 60

ABOUT YOU: . | D . ST
Your. arrangements for child care 283 B s m ST VR VR A i
Your feelings about yenr-youﬁlil o R B ' . ' o S " I ‘ _‘ S

_ schedule ‘and vacation plans . B D6 s .89 W Wws B w0 E

Al

?r‘-'-i*--Y'durvbarliciba_tioq,‘at-';£5e~school'"t'“ g WA 13 W 28 % LS 90 L s

© *Results are reported on a.five-point scale ,whgfe:"l" = better last year , "3" =-no difference, -and 3" = hetter this year, o




Ay
Table C | -
S - Pazent Responses: Junior High Level (N=49) \, ‘
Etter this 0 No Difference Better Last N
Year "5 L o Yeor *I" Response .
S - R S PO B T A S A S
YOUR CHLD'S o L N | : .
' .Feelinqs about school BT 3LE w9 2168 U0 Boowr a9y s Lo
.‘ Guahty of school work' 146 29.6 149 1 5. 363 32 6.5 918 :
Behavmr in schoal W92 9 Rl s s 61 9 18 7
‘ " ' . . ‘ v ) . ' . // T
Hpmework ' 16 34101 161 326 5 5l 9 59 Bow
- Attendance SRR S B B3 s R N )
«‘: 'F'J'arti_cipatind in ép@rts of ather. ; ' : . ' . ' '
-+~ school activities s B 1 . s w5 BB
' (hnnces of flndlng a job (uting off tralk . o : o ' L
tlme {high school anly) - 3. 13.2 8.9 749 - % 5.3 A 63 S T B B
f:-m: SCHOCL': R o o |
: Conditionsduring hot weather in synmer 69 14,0 g5 B2 %6k 53.8 06l 43 T8 2
‘: Cleanliness and appearance of S ' ! , ‘ et
b\nldlngs and qrounds S8 16.8,§ IRB 0w % 5.3 S N L8
3 Efforts to’ keep you mformvd R L : o R ‘
i ahout your child's progress " 142 "28.8 Ay 1w ) R0 LIS N P, wl 7.
| Efforts to communicate mthi ‘ B _ o o ; , 3 .
. you about school actlvmes . S e s 209 2y s S s b
ABOUTYOU | R , T
Your arrnnqnmonts for Chlld care 00 2.2 | 70 4w 653 SO it 3 0
Your leelmgs ahout year round P ’ : , , :
1 scheduln and vacallon plans 95 1m2. \ 6 . 138 19 8y /N SRR iU
| Your pnrlwlpatlnn at lhr* schnol 6. - 121 & 11 S e e ol 0




Tt;ble D
Porent Respones: Senlor High Level (N:=1%)

| o Better this " MoDiffrence  Better Last Mo
\ - Yeor *5" . " " M Year It Response
£y b % 1% % 0% f %
YOUR CHILDS o | o Wt
Feelings ahout schoo! L 6.l Woonl o8 w2 16 0 50 -2 10 |
Oty of school work B I W - 294 T R R K Y 1 0t
Hehavior in school ST me W WL %A 6 30 4 20 - 1S
Homewor S Dol W BL B w2 D NS 6 30 3 s
o Mmedme % BL ¥ B6 W @I 0 S8 B e 1 s
Particinaticn in sports or other | o . S o o :
school nctivities 1 %131 Wm0 53 LI 65 - 3 LY
'wChonces of finding 0 job during off track - | - ‘ o . o
time {high school only) B4 nols B .92 2 60 W P X
©THE SCHOOLS: . = : e T
Conditions during hot weather.in suomer - 13 65 3 1.1 16 83 % 2. LN O | B
Cleonliheﬁs,qnd appearance of . ' . ‘ \ | L '
huildings and.qrounds 66 312 05 ‘l32.3 0 3.2 1 135 0_ 0.0 s
Efforts to keep you informed l - | ‘ :
ahou! your child's progress =~ . N6 S 5.6 %. 9.2 W 70 110 s
~ " Efforls to communicate with ) < - o
you obout school activities /AR TN QoA ||7 58.8 5. ll 2.0 I o0
ABOUT YOU: - o e ST ' L
Your orconements for child core 2 ILL K ILE % &89 S 6 W0 100§

Your feelings about year-round ‘ - : _ o
schedule ond vacation plans . 6 8.0 e T /B 1 1 e T b 0010,

Your parlicipation at the schaol ) AT AT S M LSS S s ‘u,s‘l"'




.'..‘_\' , ' ' Co ‘ ‘ Table E
. Parent Overall Response Frequencies:
B Al Levels (N-2275)
Better this " o Difference O BeMérlat N
.~ Year " "o T o - Year "I"  Response e
A P S A TR G T b
YOR CHLDS - o o =
“Feeligs haut school ‘ TR N X < B S S VRN (A X N ST S
Quality o schoo work WoOKI W WO W W3 T 3B 6 3 2
Bebavior in school LR B T R X S R R R S IS VRN Y
Hovework R0 6 W3 N2 & 50 8 6l W %
Attendnce I I IR N X SRR T N R X B HY RER
Participotioﬁ in sport-s or other‘“ | ‘ | I
school activilies W omE B0 S @3 6 W8 I B6 B L
Chances of finding a job during off track | ' A B o ' ‘ L
time {high school enly) e 1.0 102 17 - 40 7% &2 0 65 L9 e WS
7 THE SCHOOLS: S - e ”

0 S8 B 62 15 %5 & 5.0

[
-

Conditions during hot weather in summer 207 |

Cleanliness and oppearance of

buildings and qrounds , | m . LR S39 HO  6.|, W26
+Efforts to keep you informed | C . - ' ’
“ahout your child's progress W e w187 W 3.5 VRN 58 .l;:l;‘ Y N B
~ Hfforls to communicate with « ' . ‘ ' ek
you about school activities W B0 W 183 - S 41 8 &7 8 Sl W6
ComgTYOR . - | o o
~ Your.arrangements for child care m /N A0 19 ER '52'.‘8'"1""""".'36‘"""'"2'.‘7"'?“-‘f“"“SB"""fF.‘h‘""“—SO""_ 4.5
. Your feeTings about yedr-’rou{nrljv B o | - ' :
schedule and vacation plans - 6197 1 ILY 615 46§ 8 67 . 1% 1.8 W
Your Darﬁcipuﬁonubfthe.school %10 %98 % w0l KRN T VR S

.‘ ' "Results are reported on a five-point-scale where "I" = hetter last yeor, "J" = no difference and 3" = better this yeor, -

*




‘ " Table F
Year-Round School Parent Opinions:
Mean and Standard Deviation

Elementary Junjor High I Senior High

(N=629) _ - (N=A98) (N=199)
Mean SD Mean SD _ Mean )
YOUR CHILD'S _ ‘
+Feelings about school | 3.79 0 135 . 360 1.25 3.3 1.00
‘Quality of school work - 395 L; 371 1.5 344 1.00
‘;_Behovio'r‘ in scheel - 3.72 1.29 3.59 - 116 - 3.5“3. 10195 -
 Homework 3.2 125 . 372 .16 339 1.00
Attendance . 3,67 " 1.35 3.72 1.26 . 3.39  1.05.
Participation in sports or other : : ‘ ‘
* school activities | _ , 3.56 .28  3.42 .14 3.22 1.C0
Chqnces of finding a ]Ob during | |
off track time (high. sc¢hool _ o ' : ‘ .
~only). S N R Y 1.03 ©3.15 1.3
THE SCHOOL’S | | .
_‘ Cq-ndltlons durmg hot weather Co '
"\ ini summer - - _ - 3.24 .20 - 3.18 - 1.06 3.07 0.88
Cleanllness and appearance of ' ; v _ R
buvlqus and grounds 3.66 - I.16 . 3.37 1.08 - 3.96 0.88
Efforh to keep you informed _ . _' - ,
- obout syour chlld's progress 3.92  1.18 . 3.69 1.06 "3,.55. 0.89 B
Effor.s .0 corrmunlcote ‘with | : - A . , N
yuu obout school. cctlvmes : - 3.7 00 1.20 3.55 1.06 3.34 0.83 @ =
» oo i ; : - C o
ABOUT YOU _ _ ‘ -
\our orronqements for child care 3.59 .12 3.47 + 0.98 3.25 0.83j
Your feellnqs obout ‘year- -round - . , o e R
c«*hedule and vocotlon plans _ 3.26 .30 - 3.28 1.4 - 2.93 1.00°
Your pomc.oonon at the school " 3.26 1.5 3.0 0.9 . 3.08 0.6

,*Results are 'eponted on a- f|ve -point . scole where e better Iost year, "I = no dlfference
ond "S" = better thls <eor : L i




~Table G
Student Responses: Elementary Level (N=958) -

Better thisy N No Difference . - Better ﬂm N o
Year "5* "3 , Y 7 Year )" * Response
L T T e

- L - -

" How do you feel about schinl in general? 439 5. 106 1.1 W n.l 36 e 5.4 100 )0

How do you feel ahoyt the qality of 417 9.8 wony 140 | e % 3 7 .9l - 5 QS ‘
‘school work? | ‘ o : ‘ ) ' .
How s your behavior in-school? MOk 6 e m N2 % 38 g g 909
How do you feel about the homework B s ' ,

you receive? - 2 461 159 16.6 e 213 N 04 10.9 107 L0
How is your attendance? | SN 3.2 Do B8 w58 95l om0 RSB
How is your participation in sports , . ‘ | o | I

of other school activities? 000313 122 127 92 30.5 6 4.8 180 18.8 1D

How are your-chances of finding » job
~ during off track? i

How do-you feel about qoing to school

on hot days during the summer? 183 19.] 8 9.2 0 .8 -8 8.9 166 = 17.3.- 16 l._7 ‘ | N
How is the cleanliness and appearance of . o ' _ '
-buildings and qrounds? R Y S | R 1) I T m o owe 3l 32 118+ 12,3 10
How are the efforts to keep your parents . _ o o o
informed about your progress in school? 40 143 149 91 N4, 8 .9 99 !U._) 60
How are the eflorts to inform your parents : L : T o
- 8hout school activities? ' 2% 0.0 163 17.0 m w4 ¥ 38 & 9. 700
_How aré the arrangements your'pnrenls moke . " : o | :
for your care during off track time? N 1.0 Hoo 1LS - 36 403 0 4 o) 1[‘\._ s b le
How do your parents feel about year-round o | . S | | ; BRI
schedule and vacation plans? | nloow A 95 M B 67. . 1.0 1 198 6, 0.6 e
‘Hnw is your parents' participation in school, _ U | |
activities? }f 151 IET B | R N LI R S B o It:.(}
@ Mesults are repnrtgﬁd o a five-point scale where*1" - better last year, 3= no difference and "S" = better this vear.




Table H | | i
. Student Responc: =1 Junlor High Level (N:941) o

Betterthls . No Gifference - Betterlat o
b Year 5" - wn : i "” Year ' Respanse
IS ST S S A ] % %
- How do you feel about school in general? 283 300 07 2.0 5% 65: 6.9 B0 ne 5 0
How do' you feel about the quallty of . % 312 6 2.] o 19.6 7 %1 0 13.3 5 A5
school wark? IR ‘ ST

How is your behavior in sehool? 34 . 323 T T Y I T R NI S VR X
' - -~

How do you feel about the homework « . / ' : o -
you receive” . 262 A B })45 3056 8B a8 7 07 ,‘
Ho'o is your attendance?‘ b 36 36.8 136 /a S 7

BE %58l By w0
How is your participation in sparts 0. - ‘ o N .
or other school activities? f25.1/"26.7 60 1 B2 3.3 [S2E | EE § UR 0 NER JV.O :
How are. your chances of finding-a-job™ ._ ' o | | Lo
during off traV oW WL 0 W) w65 W W 63 53 36
How_do-ydy feel about going to school

0 hat days uting the summer? 19 W8 @ 98w 0T % w2 BE 701
~ How'is the cleanliness and appearance of IR " o o -
 buildings and grounds? S b 1% W W ow b 4.9 0. -8 7 01

* How are the efforts to keep your parents . o .
. informed about your progress in school? 284 30,2 . 190 0.7 05 3. N (R A 05

. How are the efforts to inform your parents

‘ about school activities? - ,;193 05 0 0.] - U 46,8 B 63 R N 0.4-
How are the arrangements your paronts ‘make o | - : . “ ‘ : ,‘ o
for your care diring off track time? /e R (VA R U 1 b4 45,1 9 5.2 £l I l‘.2_“‘
How do your parents feel ahagt year-round o S B S
schedule nnd vacation plang? ; 132 - 140 N7 1.9 RN S ) ‘12.‘\ PR B | L
How, is your parents' partncnpatlon in sohool , . B T S B Lo L

 activities? B T 2 A R 1 B | P AR SRS RN e

HResults are_reported on a five-point scale whe:‘re "" = better last year, "" = no oifferenco ond "5 < better this 2dr.

o Lo s "’
S - . )




Table |

Student Responses: Senior High Level (N=376)

Bétter this

No Difference

%Hnw is your parents' parhcupalmn in school

A

- L Better Last N
) ‘Year "5 oy Ry -~ Year"* Response.
L T T S AT R
How do you feel sbout srboal inqeneral? 8 0.7 105 29 11 34 o907 mao9s. 0 00
How do you feel about the quah y-of ‘ : ‘ | | ' o
- school work? - o869 03274 VA 115 G | K B 4 98 0.5
How is your behavior in school? T B T (R R RS S Y S ST 0
\How do you feel about the homewnrk o - : o
\you rceive? @ %S B WS W B4 W W] a7 03
ow Is your attendance? 0 274 s WE B3 B 00 . % g 0.3’
f\nw i your partlcnpatmn in sports - ‘o | : | ‘ R
rother school actwntles” - 6l 162 5 B8 168w 3. 9.8 % 6. ¥ T 0.8
| H W are your chances of finding job ‘ | Lo | o o o
during off track? B0 165 1 Wl B8 a0 0 00
How do. you feel about going to school ‘ , “ . L ‘
- onthot days during the summer? 5 66 Boo%3 W 5.8 A Bl 109 ) 0.0
‘How is the cleanliness and appenrance of ' o S . - |
| hullqus and qrounds? : 184 45 00 2.9 o189 4 1.6 9 Lt 103
‘How nre the. fforts to keep- your parents | S g 5
lnfnrmed ahout your progress in school? 76" 20,2 © "85 2.6 169 450 % 1.0 LN 03
wHow arc the efferts to inform your parents . | W ‘ L
‘about‘school activities? , 5 14.3 0106 2 5641 B o6l BUERER 0 0o
How are the arranqements your parents make | SR ‘ o
"~ for your care durlng off track time? Beosooo e Mz B0 6 . 0 7.3 59 I 0.3
:How do your parents feel about’ year-round ‘ ‘ , B .
schedulti and vacation plans 2 A T 5 VA T T AR TR Lo 03, o
: i N : . i .

aclites S sl W omd B 1o 0 of

v

Resul\s arp erorted o a fIVP ponm seale where "1" = hetter last year, "3" = o dlfference and 5" “better this vear.




e - S ! TOMCJ

, ‘ - Yeor-Round School Student Survey'. | o
- . . - Overall Frequencies
# .‘ {
|
. \ f.%f"%f',f%f%'f%r%
|

“How o vou feel about school in qeneral? B N I N T X I [ % :' 35 NI ',0‘.7‘

How do you feel ahout the quolniv of -

" school work? R A VR B U I N S NS 1 T MY [0.5
CHowisy behoviorinsehool? T T 0 W WS I S2 .93 K o
How o you feel ahous the homework : . ‘ ' o - : o
You receuve" 0BG s DA 8B 0S5 1% 5.6 A 93 1908,
How s your qﬂenddncé? ) OB W oW B W 6 W ws 0 A
How is your narticioation in sports - ‘\ | K | . |
‘or other school activities? SV TR (O U N /Y I8 7.0 W 153 W "i Ly
7 How are your chonces of finding a job ' | o E -
during offtroc« : : [ e e i‘ e seet emw . uen ."./. .
) o K ~ ' r/ . .
How do you feel about going fo.school - g : \ : - / R
on hot days during the summer? = . w153 5 9.5 U8 w0 102y 48 % |‘\'.'I ‘
" How is the cleanliness and appearunce of =~ : \ L | T : / o
~ buildings and qrounds? - 68 N0 4% 19.2 B %S . B 3 7 0.0/ 15 07
© How are the efforis,fo‘lkcep your parents - ' \ - o : [ ' , .
A inlormed hhout‘ your progress in school? 51 M0 48 1B SN BT T 48 cme 9y o 0s
S Howare 1he efforts fo mform your parents . o | | ) ‘ o x
© 7 dbout school activities? 5427‘ DA WS os2 I8 52 1% 68 s
" How are the arrangements. your parents make | . o : | ’ ; .
: . for your care during off track tlme” R T/ AN BInE 1080 466 W5 ug 98 ] B 08 : .
¥ "How da your-pareqts feel- uboutDyeur round s o - ) R : \1,
L qscherlule anivacahon plons? LT ?.500 1.0 1075 4.3 LN N T A B X s
) 0" [N ' \\ .‘ e 1.: ) i ‘ e \“_
Haw is your oorents oorhmpahon in school | , o . : e ’ . LT
Caclivities? IR B B T I B [ I < 0 I /Y IQ.?, 0T \\._

%ﬂts_qre reported on a five-point scale wf;ere‘l = Relfer lost year and 3 = Retter This year.
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